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APPENDIX I

BI•LOGICAL SPECIES LIST

PLANT SPECIES IDENTIFIED AT

PALMDALE AF PLANT 04

KEY

Importance Habitat/Association

A Abundant Y Yucca brevifolia
C Common A Atriplex canescens
F Fragment L Larrea tridentata
O Occasional D Sheep Disturbed
I Infrequent

Status

*Non-native species

Y A L D
GNETAE

Ephedraceae - Joint Fir Family
Ephedra nevadensis C 0 A

Nevada Morman Tea

DICOTYLEDONES

Asteraceae - Sunflower Family
Acamptopappus sphaerocephalus 1 0

Goldenhead

Ambrosia dumosa FBurro Uu's

Hymenoclea salsola A 0
Cheese Bush

Stephanomeria exigua 0
Small Wire Lettuce

Tetradymia stenolepis 0 0
Narrow-scaled Felt-thorn

Brassicaceae - Mustard Family
Brassica tournefortii 0

Sahara Mustard

Cactaceae - Cactus Family
puntia echinocarpa

Silver Cholla



Cheriopodiaceae - Saitbush Family A
Atriplex canescens0 A5 Four-winged Saitbush

Eurotia lanata 1 0
Winter Fat

Euphorbiaceae - Euph,)rbia Family
Eremocarpus seticierus I

Dove Weed

Stillinygia pancidentata 0
Mojave Stillingia

Onagraceae - Evening Primrose Family
Camissonia boothii

Woody Bottlewasher I

Polemoniaceae - Phlox Family
Er jastrum densifolium 0

Blue Mantle

Polygonaceae - Buckwheat Family
Eriogonum elumatella I

Flat-Top

Eriogonum mohavense I
Mohave Buckwheat

Olanaceae - Nightshade Family
Lyciumn anderson ii 0

Desert Tomato

Lycium coo-peri 0 0
Peach Thorn

Zygophyllaceae Caltrop, Family
Larrea tridentata C

Creosote Bush

MOCOTYLEDONES

7 Agavaceae - Agave Family
Yucca brevifolia F

Joshua Tree

Poaceae - Grass Family
*Bromus rubens 0 F C

Red Brome

*Bromus tectorum 0 C C
Downy Brome



Oryzopsis hymenoideI
Indian Ricegrass

Poa scabrellaI
Pine Bluegrass

Schismus barbatusC c
Mediterranean GrassC C C

Staspecio0sa
Deser t Needlegrass
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VERTEBRATE SPECIES OBSERVED ON-SITE
AND REPORTED IN THE AREA (a)

Scientific Name (Amphibians & Reptiles) Common Name

Dipsosaurus dorsalis Desert iguana
Cnemidophorous jizri Western whiptail (observed)
Callisaurus draconoides Zebra-tailed lizard
Crotaphytus collaris Collared lizard
Uma scoparia Fringe-toed lizard
Crotaphytus wislizenii Long-nose leopard lizard
Gerrhonotus multicarinatus Southern alligator lizard
Uta stansburiana Side-blotched lizard (observed)
Gopherus azassizi Desert tortoise
Crotalus viridis Western rattlesnake
Crotalus cerastes Sidewinder
Tantilla planiceps Black-headed snake
Bufo boreas Common toad
Xantusia j&ýIis Desert night lizard

Eremophila alspestris (Avifauna) Homed lark (observed)
Corvus corax Common raven (observed)
Cathartes aura Turkey vulture (observed)
Lanius ludovicianus Loggerhead shrike (observed)
Falco sparverius American kestrel (observed)
Geococcyx californianus Roadrunner (observed)
Lophortyx californicus California quail
Buteo jamaicensis Red-tailed hawk (observed)
Accipter cooperil Cooper's hawk
Hylocichla Ruttata Hermit thrush
Dendroica auduboni Audubon warbler
Chamaea fasciata Wrentit
Amphispiza belli Sage sparrow
k terus parisorum Scott'- oriole
Tyto alba Barn owl (pellets)
Zenaidura macroura Mourning dove (observed)
Taxostoma lecontei LeConte's thrasher (observed)
Gymnorhinus cyanocephala Pinyon jay
Camphylorhynchus brunneicapillum Cactus wren (observed)
Hesperiphona vespertina Evening grosbeak
Bombycilla cedrorum Cedar waxwing
Sturnus vulgaris Starling (observed)
Columbia livia Rock dove (observed)
Hirundo rustica Barn swallow

uphagus cyanocephalos Brewer's blackbird
Elanus leucurus Black shouldered kite
Passer domesticus House sparrow (observed)
Stumella nexlecta Western meadowlark (observed)
Minus polymlottos Mockingbird (observed)

I



Scientific Name (Mammals) Common Name

Dipodomy!, deserti Desert kangaroo rat
Neotoma fusciWes Dusky-footed woodrate
SylvilaRus audubonii Audubon's cottontail (observed)
Perognathus longimembris Little pocket mouse
Reithrodontomys me alotis Western harvest mouse
: Sylvilagus bachmani Brush rabbit

Black-tail jackrabb~it (observed)
Perognathus califomicas California mouse
Taxidea taxus Ringtail badger
Urocyon cinereoargenteus Grey fox
Canis latrans Coyote (observed)
Felis domesticus Feral cat (observed)
Canis domesticus Feral do& (observed)

(a) Species not listed as observed have been reported in the Antelope Valley area
Department of Transportation - Federal Aviation Administration Draft EIS -

Palmdale International Airport - January 1978.)

i
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APPENDIX U

CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED DURING PREPARATION
OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DOCUMENTS

Section A

Comments Received in Response to
Notice of Intent and Notice of Preparation
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ST OF CALUFOnNA - SUSWE5. TFANSDFORTTION ANO HOUSING AGINCY GEOW, DE~tJAN. Gwa.4m--

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DIMSION OF AERONAUTICS
1120"N STREET
SACRAMENTO. CA 9sa14
(916) 322.3090

September 19, 1984

MISgt. Riley Black Rpc P I.
Department of Air Force
146th Tactical Airlift Wing
3030 Balboa Boulevard
Van Nuys, CA 91409

Dear Sergeant Black:

Department of Air Force's NOP for
146th Tactical Airlift Wing National Guard

Van Nuys, Base Relocation EIR-EIS, SCH #84080104

Upon review of subject NOP, specific comments are difficult
to provide at this stage until the final location of the Air
National Guard Wing is determined. When this decision is
made, consideration should be given ts the issues of noise
and safety from increased aircraft Activities resulting from
the relocation of the Wing.

Thank you for the opportunity of reviewing and commenting on

this NOP.

Sincerely,

JACK D. KEMMERLY, Acting Chief
Division of Aeronautics

Earl A. Tucker, Chief
Air Transportation

1
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION IX
I .115 Fremont Street

San F0incisco. Co. 94105

I
I

Mr. Don Williams
ANGSL/DEV
Andrews AFB, MD 20331 APRI 9 04

Dear. Mr. Williams:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed
the Notice of Intent for the project titled RELOCATION OF THE
146 TACTICAL AIRLIFT WING FROM VAN NUYS AIRPORT TO NAS POINT
MUGU, CALIFORNIA.

Our review is based on the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). We have
the enclosed comments to offer at this time.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed
project. Please send three copies of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) to this office at the same time it is
officially filed with our Washington, D.C. office. We also
request notification of any public hearings to be held on
this project. If you have any questions, please contact me
at (415) 974-8188 or FTS 454-8188.

Sincerely yours,

S .Loretta wa'n Barsamian, Chief

EIS Review Section

Enclosure

7
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Water Ouality Comments

For each alternative the DEIS should:

1. Demonstrate the proposed project's consistency withExecutive Order 11988 titled "Floodplain Management,"
dated May 24, 1977.

2. Completely describe current drainage patterns in the
project locale.

3. Assess how altering drainage patterns and characteristics

will affect drainage hydrology, surface runoff, erosion
potential, soils, vegetation, and therefore water quality.

4 . Identify any project impacts on riparian (in-stream)
habitats or conditions (such as changeis in substrate,
direction of stream flow or sediment levels).

5. Evaluate the potential for increased toxicity in the
stream due to either discharge to the streams or runoff

I from surrounding areas.

6. Discuss the project's conformity with state and local
water quality management plans and Federal-state water
quality standards.

7. Identify appropriate mitigation measures to protect water

quality both during and after project construction.

404(b) Permit Comments

I The Los Angeles District Office of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers should be contacted to determine the need for a
Sectinn 4n4 discharge permit for any portion of the proposed
project. If a permit is required, EPA will review the project
for compliance with Federal Guidelines for Specification of
Disposal Sites for Dr~eded or Fill Material (40 CFR 230),
promulgated pursuant to Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water
Act. Our evaluation would focus on the maintenance of water
quality and the protection of wetlands, fishery and wildlife
resources. If applicable, the results of further study should
indicate the amount of dredging required, potential disposal
sites, types of fill material to be utilized, and quantities to
be discharged into waters and wetlands that fall under Section
404 jurisdiction.

I

I
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Air Quality Comments

For each alternate location (Van Nuys, Pt. Mugu NAS, Norton
AFB, and Palmdale), the DEIS should:

1. Describe present air quality in terms of all pollutants
addressed by the National Ambient Air Quaity Standards
(NAAOS): carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur
oxides, ozone, hydrocarbons, total suspended particulates,
and lead. Ambient levels should be compared with the
NAAOS, and the number of violations in recent years
indicated. It should be noted in the DEIS that each
location is in an area designated as a Nonattainment Area
for one or more of the pollutants listed above.

2. Describe the aircraft operations that are expected to
occur in the foreseeable future. The description should
include the number and type(s) of aircraft as well as the
expected frequency of each kind of operation.

3. Describe the air pollutant emissions that will result
from aircraft operations. Please refer to EPA publication
AP-42: Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors.

4. Describe the impact of those aircraft emissions upon
ambient air quality in terms of all pollutants listed
above. Resulting ambient air quality levels should be
compared with the NAAQS, and the number of expected
violations specified.

I
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OFPICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
CAAIN0.II CA 93811A

DATE: July 30, 1984

TO: Reviewing Agencies

FROM: John B. Ohanian __
Chief Deputy Director

RE: Department of Air Force's NOP for

146th Tactical Airlift Wing National Guard, Van Nuys, Base Relocation
EIR-EIS, SCH #84080104

Attached for your comments is the Department of Air Force's Notice of Preparation
of a draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 146th Tactical Airlift Wing, Air
National Guard, Van Nuys, Base Relocation EIR-EIS.

Responsible agencies must transmit their concerns and comments on the
scope and content of the EIR, focusing on specific information related
to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of this
notice. We encourage commenting agencies to respond to this notice and
express their concerns early in the environmental review process.

Please direct your comments to:

MSGT Riley Black
Department of Air Force
146th Tactical Airlift Wing, 8030 Balboa Blvd.
Van Nuys, CA 91409

with a copy to the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the
SCH number noted above in all correspondence concerning this project.

If you have any questions about the review process, call Chris Goggin

at 916/445-0613.

Attachments

j cc: MSGT Riley Black

I
I
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* STATe Of CAU-ONIA- BUSINESS AND TRANSIOMATHO AGENCY GEMW I*bWADAN. Go.An,

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DIS1MClT 1. PO, BOX 231
SAN I!'NAVOI'NO. CAUFORNIA 92402

July 31, 1984 NOP-146th Tactical
Airlift Wing Relocation
08-Sfad-30-31.63

MG3T Riley Black
Pub•iic Affairs Office
i'I6th Tractical Airlift Wing
M1i30 Balboa Boulevard

Van- .•.ys, CA 914J09

D-.ar MISGT Black:

This is in response to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental
Ir:act Report for the 1J46th Tactical Airlift Wing Relocation. We would
appreciate the opportunity to review and com.ent on the proposed DEIR in order
to evaluate possible impacts to the transportation system, particularly adoptel
State Route 30 freeway alignment east of Norton Airforce Base and on Interstate
Route 10 which provides primary access to Norton AFB and Tippecanoe Avenue.

Cvnslderation should be given to the cumulative effects that the relocation
will have on the transportation system from a "worst Case" viewpoint.
Pri cussion of the impacts to the transportation system should include traffic
growth, traffic safety, drainage, and those associated with the construction,
maintenance, end operation of any anticipated highway improvrments. Mitigation
for traffic impacts should consider the use of carpoolinglvanpooling, public
transit, and aceommudations for both pedestrians and bicycles. Mitigation may
involve designation of a rideshare coordinator to encourage utilization of
cir/van pools and public transportation. Costs related to any transportation
improvements, potential for funding, and sources of funds should be discussed.

c-u:%Id any work be required within state highway right of way, Caltrans would
be a responsible agency and may require that certain mitigation measures be
prov-;.ied as a condition of permit issuance.

We urge early and continuoui- liaison with Caltrans on proposed plans as they
affect state highways.

If you have any questions, please contact Richard A. Dennis at (714) 383-4165.

Very truly yours,

R. G. POTE
Cnlef, Transportation Planning
Br.mnch A (Platining)!

LI



I
STATE OF CALiUF, 1A- *SUSA AN D £ gTANS41ONTAIION AGlECy Glw 0"MUEIMJAN. GCoo"~ev

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OESTmCT?7. P0O. GwX 2304. LOS ANGELES V005

3 (213) 620-5335

1 August 2, 1984

iMsgt Riley Black
Public Affairs Office
146th Tactical Airlift Wing
8030 Balboa Blvd.

If Van Nuys, CA 91409

Notice of Preparation
Department of the Air Force

11Dear Msgt Black:

We have received the Notice of Preparation for the 146th Tactical
I Airlift Wing's Base Relocation EIR/EIS. At this time we cannot

determine if CALTRANS will be a responsible agency for this pro-
ject. Any encroachments on to CALTRANS right-of-way for signing,
signalization, ramp/interchange improvements, etc., will require a
permit from this agency. The proposed environmental document should
review and evaluate the base relocation's impacts upon the operation
of State transportation facilities, and the measures needed to miti-
gate them..

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. For additional infor-f marion contact Kreig Larson at (213) 620-2819.

Very truly yours,l .J
I W.B. BALLANTINE, Chief

Environmental Planning Branch

!
!
I
I
I



i PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY

i county ofventur Ar_- E. Goulat

'Manaler - Ad- ist We Service DpWv Dwin"
Paul W. Ruffin oan &wazill

Al F. Knuth
August 2, 1984 7"Nn

T. M. morwg

MSgt. Riley Black G.J Nok

Public Affairs Office
146th Tactical Airlift Wing
8030 Balboa Boulevard

Van Nuys, CA 91409

Subject: VAN NUYS BASE RELOCATION EIR/ZIS

Gentlemen:

By letter dated July 23, 1984 you requested information relating
to the potential relocation of the Van Nuys base to one of three
potential sites, one of which is located in Venture County for
purposes relating to an EIR/EIS. Our comments are as follows.

1. The commment submitted below represents the interests of only
the Ventura County Flood Control District.

2. Mugu Drain, a channel under the jurisdiction of the Flood
Control District, passes through the property in a north-
south direction. We presently consider adjacent land as
subject to flood hazard.

Information indicating the flood rlain of this channel and
any impacts resulting from this activity should be contained
in the EIR/EIS. Mitigating measures should be developed for
any adverse impacts.

Consideration should be given to not only onsite impacts, but also
offsite impacts to adjacent land.

If you have any questions on the above, feel free to contact this

office.

Very truly yours,

G. J. Nowak, Deputy Director of Public Works
Flood Control and Water Resources Department

S By W. G. tydon, Senior

WGH/tb
cc: Rich Guske 9W S Amw. Vbntn. CA UM
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SIATI Of CAU•WtAA--.ALTN AND Wt10A INC Om1i0M D8UA•MA.X.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES
213' slmKUL•f WAY
UlSKit. CA 94706
415/540-2665

August 6, 1984

XSGT Riley Black
Public Affairs Office
146th Tactical Airlift Wing
8030 Balboa Boulevard
Van Nuys, California 91409

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation for 146th Tactical Airlift Wing,
Air National Guard, Van Nuys, ,aso Relocation EIR/EIS

The Department has reviewed the subject environmental document and offers
the following coments.

Enclosed for your information is a document prepared by the Noise Control
Program entitled, "Guidelines for Noise Study Reports ... ", which indicates
the type of information the Department considers Important in SIRs.

Specifically, the EIR should estimate the number of residences likely to be
affected by noise from the addition of 74 operations daily (37 departures
and arrivals) at each of the three relocation sites. Single event noise
levels for the operations at typical residential sites should be estimated.
The improvement, if any, at Van Nuys, should be described as well.

If you have any questions or need further information concerning these com-
ments, please contact Dr. Jerome Lukas of the Noise Control Program, Office
of Local Environmental Health Programs, at 2151 Berkeley Way, Room No. 613,
Berkeley, California 94704, 415/540-2665.

Stuart E. Richardson, Jr, R.S., Chief
Office of Local Environmental Health Programs

enior Pychoacoustician

NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM

Enclosure

cc: Environmental Health Division

State Clearinghouse
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I Guidelines for Noise Study Reports as Part of Environmental
Impact Reports

i CavwI d oil" of NOW couu.1

California Department of Health Services
2151 Berkeley Way

Berkeley, California 94704

I May 1982

I
i

Because complaints about environmental noise are so frequent, the Office of Noise Control
recommends that every project with a potential for increasing environmental noise levels or
which may be affected by existing or future noise sources should have a Noise Study Report.
This report assesses how noise levels associated with the project may affect people. The infor-
mation contained in the Noise Study Report should be summarized in the Environmental
Impact Report or Environmental Impact Statement, and kept on file by the lead agency for
review by those with a specific interest in noise.

The attached is designed to help those who prepare Noise Study Reports and EnvironmentalI Impact Reports and reviewers of Environmental Impact Reports. Because there are so many
different combinations of noise sources and receivers (people impacted by those sources), it is
virtually impossible to develop guidelines that cover all situations. Nevertheless, the guidelines
should help to bring some consistency to the way noise information is presented in environ-
mental documents.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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Suggested Contents of a

Noise Study Report

1. A brief description or the project in terms of its effect on the noise environment and a
description of the existing noise environment and its impact upon the project (homes near
a freeway, for example).

U1. Two scale maps -- one showing the existing setting and the proposed project with adjacent
land uses, receptors, and noise sources identified, and the second map showing the future
condition (use a time span of no less than 10 years, unless the project's life span is less)
with the proposed project and proposed land uses, receptors, and noise sources identified.

IIl. A detailed survey of the existing noise environment.

A. The noise survey should encompass the proposed project area and must include any
noise sensitive receptors, both near and far. The survey should establish the exist-
ing ambient noise level which may then be used to evaluate compliance of the pro-
posed project with applicable noise standards. The standards should be local (city,
county) but in their absence state or federal standards may be used The rationale
for the selection of noise survey sites should be included in the report.

B. The survey should cover the time periods when the noise environment may be
affected by the proposed project.

C. The survey should encompass enough days to be representative of the existing "nor-
mal" noise environment. Discussion of the similarity or dissimilarity of the noise
environment during the survey period with that during other times of the year
should be included.

D. For the time periods measured, the reported noise data should include the LQ, Lt,

L 10, L50, L9& and identification of typical noise levels emitted by existing sources. If
day and night measurements are made, report the Ldf also. Ld, is approximately
equal to CNEL; either descriptor may be used. It is imperative that the descriptor
conform to that used in the appropriate standard.

E. Summarize the present environment by providing a noise contour map showing lines
of equal noise level in 5 dB steps, extending down to Ldf - 60. In quiet areas lower
contours should be shown also.

F. Identify the noise measurement equipment used in the survey by manufacturer,

type, and date of last calibration.

IV. A description of the future noise environment for each project alternative. The scope of
the analysis and the metrics used will depend on the type of project, but as a minimum
the following information must be provided:

A. Discussion of the type of noise sources and their proximity to potentially impacted
areas.

B. Operations/activity data:

1. Average daily level of activity (traffic volume, flights per day. hours on per
day, etc.).

2. Distribution of activity over day and nighttime periods, days of the week, and
seasonal variations.

3. Composition of noise sources (% trucks, aircraft fleet mix, machinery type.
etc.).

I ONC 5/82
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Summarization of Noise Study Reports in Environmental

Impact Reports or Statements

Information included in the Environmental Impact Report or Statement should be a summary
of the noise study. The following information must be included:

A. Maps showing the existing setting and the proposed project with adjacent land uses
and noise sources identified. Pertinent distances should be noted.

B. A description of the existing noise environment.
C. The change in the noise environment for each project alternative.
D. A discussion of the impacts for the alternatives.
E. A discussion of the compatibility of the project with the applicable Noise Element of

the General Plan or the most applicable noise laws or ordinances.
F. A discussion of mitigation measures, clearly identifying the locations and number of

people affected when mitigation is not feasible.
G. Statements of: (1) where to obtain a copy of the Noise Study Report from which

the information was taken (or the Noise Study Report may be included as an appen-
dix, and (2) the name of the consultant who conducted the Noise Study if it was not
conducted by the author of the Environmental Impact Report.

ONC 5/82



DEPARTMENT OF
REGIONAL PLANNING

320 West Temple Street
Los Angelos

Calh orn-a 9u01 2
974 6401

August 6, 1984 Norman Murdoct,
Ptanning Director

Master Sergeant Riley Black
Assistant Public Affairs Officer
146th Tactical Airlift Wing
Air National Guard
8030 Balboa Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 91404

Dear Sergeant Black:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide early input into the
preparation of the EIR/EIS for the relocation of your opera-
tions from the Van Nuys Airport. One of the three sites under
consideration--Air Force Plant #4 2--is within the jurisdiction
of the County of Los Angeles. We are currently preparing an
Areawide General Plan for the Antelope Valley and are certainly
interested in any proposed projects within the area--especially
one as significant as yours.

Based upon the description of your proposed relocation, as
contained, in the July 28, 1984 letter from The Planning Group,
there are two areas of concern that we suggest be discussed in
the environmental document: traffic and noise. The increase
in local vehicular traffic may necessitate improvements in
streets, highways and traffic flow controls. Additional air
traffic may not only change noise patterns on its own, but may
also require a change in air traffic/noise patterns of existing
Plant42 operations. It is important that "build out" projec-
tions be considered in these impact assessments. The report
should discuss potential surrounding land uses, including the
Palmdale International Airport.

We will be glad to review your draft document--thanks again
for the opportunity to comment.

Very truly yours,

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING

Norman Murdoch, Planning Director

Lee Stark, Section Head

Impact Analysis Section

LS:mhb

cc: Eugene Grigsby, The Planning Group

L



vkt(Aze van1f nuyjs area
van uys cammH!erte

I financial center building
14545 victory boulevard

van nuys. california 91411
818 / 989-0300

August 7, 1984

J. Eugene Grigsby III
The Planning Group
1728 Silverlake Blvd.

Los Angeles, CA 90026

Re: Air National Guard Relocation

kDear by:

I was glad to see that the Planning Group is involved in the
analysis of the relocation of the 146th Tactical Airlift Wing
of the Air National Guard.

This is certainly an issue in which we have an interest, par-
ticularly in the consideration of the "do nothing" alternatives.
We will not be able to be represented at the scoping meeting sche-
duled later this month. However, we definately want to be on the
mailing list and to be informed of the issues that are raised and

U the timing and direction of the Guard's anticipated move.

We appreciate your keeping us informed.

Sincerely,

I Marcia Mednick
Project Director

I MM:sr

cc: Master Sergeant Riley Black/ I .

I i~
ACCREDITED

th *ana cne of t'vl

the administrative center of the san fernan~do valley



CITY OF

PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES 3 305 W. THIRD STREET • OXNARD, CA 93030 * (805) 984-4657

MCW442 L MAC460. ENUCroR August 8, 1984

Master Sergeant Riley Black
Assistant Public Affairs Officer
146th Tactical Airlift-Wing
Air National Guard
8030 Balboa Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 91404

Dear Sergeant Black:

Re-.. Response to Notice of Preparation for Relocating 146th Tactical
Airlift Wing

-In the letter-from your consultant (The lanning Group) dated July-28, the
City of Oxnard was invited to participate in the environmental analysis
process for the proposed relocation of the Tactical Airlift Wing from
Van Nuys Airport to the Naval Air Station at Point Mugu.

As part of the analysis, we request that consideration be given to several
topics in the EIR/EIS as follows:

1. Methods used to minimize practice VFR and IFR approaches by the 146th
Tactical Airlift Wing to Oxnard Airport as a means of mitigating noise
impacts on surrounding urban areas within the City of Oxnard.

2. Evaluation of impacts of projected aircraft noise on existing and future
urban development that could occur in conformance with provisions of
adopted plans and policies for the easterly and southerly portions
of Oxnard.

3. Evaluation of cumulative impacts of'the entire Tactical Airlift Wing
facility on all basic urban and community support services of the
City of Oxnard. This evaluation should include quantification of

f any additional services that would have to be provided by the City
of Oxnard and measures necessary to mitigate identified impacts.
In addition, the relationship of the total cumulative impacts should
be evaluated in terms of the applicable adopted plans of the City of
Oxnard and adjoining entities. The evaluation of cumulative impacts
should also include any other expansion projects being planned for
implementation at Point Mugu.

4. Evaluation of impacts of the proposed Tactical Airlift Wing facility
location or operation on the flora and fauna associated with and/orj dependent upon Mugu Lagoon.
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M/Sgt. Riley Black -2- August 8, 1984

5. Beneficial impacts of the proposed relocation to the City of Oxnard
should be included and quantified.

If you or your consultants have any questions about these requests, please
contact Hr. Ralph Steele of the Planning and Building Services Department
aýt -(805)984-4657..-

A Richard J. Haag Director

Planning and Building Services

RJ.1: RJS:ch

cc: City Manager
Principal Planner
Senior Planner
County of Ventura, RNA Director
City of Camarillo, Planning Director
City of Port Hueneme, Planning Director
The Planning Group, Attn: Eugene Grigsby

I
I

I
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City of Los Angeles Department of Airports 1 World Way, Los Angeles, California 90009 ( (213) 646-5252 Telex 65-3413
Tom Bradley, Mayor

of
Nkor Catms~omm we

Elizabeth K. AnMleron
Prusdent

Johs L. Cochran. Jr. August 29, 1984
Mary 'm L Crocrka.J

Samuer GreenbergErreiC. McGaug•hx

Clifton A. Moore
General Manager

Eugene Grigsby
The Planning Group
1728 Silverlake Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90026

Dear Mr. Grigsby:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Air
National Guard move from Van Nuys Airport. Departmental staff
has no specific comments to make at this time. However,
continued information on the progress of the environmental
assessment would be appreciated.

It is fiýrther requested that the Department be kept on the
list t,ý receive all pertinent documents and materials generated
during the processing of this project.

Sincerely,

MaU ýice Z. ýLahaP
Airport Enviro 1 Planner

MZL/EFG:jr

cc: W. N. SchoenfeldI

I
I



N United States Department of the Interior

WISJ w' W&ER VICE
24000 Avila Road PR(,.' !:

Laguna Niguel, California 92677

September 26, 1984

Mr. Michael Benner
PRC Engineering
972 Town and Country Road
P.O. Box 5367
Orange, California 92667

Re: Comments on Proposed EIS/R for Proposed Relocation of 146th Tactical

Airlift Wing to Point Mugu Naval Air Station

Dear Mr. Benner:

In response to your letter of September 11, 1984 and your recent telephone
conservations with staff biologists at the Laguna Niguel Field Office, we
provide the following remarks.

1. Proposed Relocation Site
Although this site is located In existing agricultural land, it is adjacent
and contiguous with wetlands of Mugu Lagoon, Point Mugu Duck Club, and the
channel associated with the Ormond Beach wetlands. Mitigation for unavoidable
habitat losses during construction, operations, and subsequent maintenance
activities at this site will need to be provided prior to and/or concurrent
with this development.

2. Biological Resources Within the Project Area
The uplands at the end of the main runway are used by resident and migratory
raptors and wmter-associated birds, including shorebirds and waterfowl. Small
mammals (e.g. mice, shrews, voles) found in this upland area provide prey for
such raptor species as red-tailed hawk, northern barrier, and prairie falcon.

In the vicinity of the project site, associated with the duck ponds, the
Federal listed endangered salt marsh bird's beak _Cordylanthus maritimus
var. maritimus) has been observed. It may be necessary to survey the project
sites for this plant. If any plants are located, consultation under Section 7
of the Endangered Species Act should be considered and measures should be
described which would avoid adverse Impacts to this endangered plant.

3. Mitigation Suggestions
In our review of mitigation measures, we would like to see proposals to:
1) prevent deterioration of water quality, 2) restore wetland habitats,
3) discourage bird usage by attracting the birds away from the facilities,
and 4) divert waterfowl flight patterns especially during the hunting season.

L
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All these items are general suggestions, as we are unsure of the full scope
of the proposed activities in your brief letter. We suggest that you provide
a preliminary draft of the proposed DEIS/R for our early input. It is sug-
gested that you have the applicant request a List of Candidate and Listed
Endangered Species from Fish and Wildlife Service's Endnagered Species Office
in Sacramento at 2800 Cottage Way, Room E-1823, scramento, California 95825
(Telephone (916) 484-4935).

We hope that this Information has assisted you in your preparation of the
DEIS/R. If you should need additional information, contact John Wolfe
or me at (714) 831-4270.

Sincerely yours,

frNancy M. Kaufman
Field Supervisor

I

i2
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

I o ~ Efl ~ u~ 14T ~ I4 VictorR. Husbands!county of ventu ASVDMl

(805) 654-2661

September 25, 1984

Master Sergeant Riley Black
146th Tactical Airlift Wing
Air National Guard
8030 Balboa Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 91404

Dear Sergeant Black:

Ventura County Coments on Notice of Preparation EIR for
Relocation of Air National Guard 146th Tactical Airlift Wing

The above referenced environmental document has been reviewed by
appropriate Ventura County agencies. Specific reviewing asency
comments are attached. Please respond to the comments as required by
the California Environmental Quality Act. All responses should be
addressed to the commentinu agency with a copy to the Residential Land
Use Section, Resource Management Agency.

rely,

tor R. Husbands
Director

VR: 11

Attachments

J I

800 outhVictriaAvenue,VetrC900



County of Ventura

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

MEMORANDUM

To: Nancy Settle September 14, 1984

From: Scott Johnson

Subject: Relocation of the Air National Guard, 146th Tactical
Airlift Wing, to Point Mugu - Notice of Preparation

APCD staff has reviewed the subject document and recommends an air
quality impact analysis be prepared to address the impact of the
project on air quality and consistency with the Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP).

The proposed transfer of the Air National Guard's 146th Tactical
Airlift Wing to the Point Mugu Naval Air Station may result in an
increase in the number of flight operations conducted by the Air
National Guard in Ventura County. Emissions generated by an increase
in the number of military flight operations in Ventura County have not
been included in 1982 AQMP emission forecasts. Moreover, the AQMP has
not identified measures to mitigate aircraft emissions. Therefore, any
additional emissions associated with an increase in the number of
flight operations conducted by the Air National Guard at the Point Mugu
Naval Air Station would be inconsistent with the 1982 AQMP.

Depending on the amount of emissions associated with the increase in
personnel, the number of landings and take-offs and other additional
emission sources associated with the 146th Tactical Airlift Wing, the
proposed project may have a significant adverse impact on air quality.
In July 1983, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors adopted the
"Guidelines for the Preparation of Air Quality Impact Analyses".
According to the Guidelines, any project emitting 13.7 tons per year of
reactive organic compounds (ROC) or oxides of nitrogen (NOx) will
individually and cumulatively have a significant adverse impact on air
quality.

APCD staff recommends the air quality impact analysis b,. prepared in
accordance with the Guidelines referenced above. The air quality
analysis should consider ROC and NOx emissions generated by:

1. The increase in vehicular traffic associated with Air National Guard
personnel commuting to the Point Mugu Naval Air Station.

2. The increase in the number of flight operations conducted by the Air
National Guard from the Point Mugu Naval Air Station.

I|
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3. Stationary emission sources associated with the Air National Guard
facility at the Point Mugu Naval Air Station such as fuel depots and
fuel burning equipment of at least one-million BTU's or one-hundred
horsepower.

Emissions associated with the Air National Guard personnel commuting to
the Point Mugu Naval Air Station should be calculated using the
procedure outlined in Appendix B to the Guidelines. Emissions
generated by the projected increase in the number of flight operations
conducted by the Air National Guard at the Point Mugu Naval Air Station
should be determined using emission factors contained in Appendix L
(pages 224-225) to the 1982 Ventura County Air Quality Management Plan.
Emissions generated by any stationary emission sources should be
calculated using emission factors contained in EPA'S publication AP-42,
"Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors". Additionally, A
CALINE 3 model should be used to determine carbon dioxide (CO) emission
levels associated with the increase in vehicular traffic on major
streets and intersections surrounding the Point Mugu Naval Air Station
due to the additional personnel.

If the air quality analysis indicates the project will have a
significant adverse impact on air quality, mitigation measures should
be identified and emission reductions calculated for each measure based
on the project completion date.

If you have any questions, please contact Chuck Thomas of my staff at
654-2799.

CTANG

.4
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County of Ventura

PLANNING DIVISION

I MEMORANDUM

To: Nancy Settle .1
To: Nancy Settle Date: September 7. 1984

From: Jeff Walker Reference No.:

I Subject: NOP for Air National Guard Relocation

The following provides a summary of my comments and those provided by Todd. The
exact location of the 200 - 250 acres required for the relocation is unknown at
this time, so the comments are somewhat general.

1. Loss of agricultural land (see Federal Reg. 7 CFR Part 658, July 5,
1984, Part 3, Dept. of Agriculture).

2. Impacts (noise, dust, increase population, etc.) on surrounding
agricultural land.

3. Impacts on game preserve adjacent to Navy base.

4. Increased flooding potential and impacts on Mugu Lagoon due to
additional run-off from facility.

5. Impacts, such as noise, on surrounding residences and Mugu State Park.

6. Traffic impacts.

7. Potential need for approval from Coastal Commission because of impacts
in Coastal Zone. -

8. Possible growth inducing impacts depending on the growth of the Airlift
Wing.

9. Offsite demands and impacts from the possible 1500 people coming in for
weekend duty.

10. What kinds of impacts could be expected from a full-scale practice
"alert", and how many such practices could be expected each year?

S11. Visual impacts.

12. Will there be any explosive materials stored on the site like there is
at the Hugu Navy Base?

13. Air Quality impacts to the Oxnard Plain Airshed. Does the AQMP provide1 for such a facility?

I NS:ll:I61
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United States Soil
Department of Conservation 2828 Chiles Road
Agriculture Service Davis. CA 95616

(916) 449-2848

Subject: LEG AFF - Farmland Protection Policy 'At Date: July 13. 1984

To: Persons Interested in Farmland Protection File Code: 320

Attached is the Final Rule for implementing the "Farmland Protection Policy
Act", Subtitle I, PL 97-98.

The VSDA employees in field locations will receive training in their
responsibilities relative to the implementation of the provisions of the Act
later this bummer.

In the interim, please'direct your questions concerning the Final Rule to:

Darwyn Briggs

2828 Chiles Road
Davis, CA 95616

Phone: (916) 449-2849

DARWYN E. BRIGGS, Chairman
USDA's California Land Use Committee

-•t achment

Is an &9WW1~ at thel
UnlikN states Da1miMl|t of Ariculture am"" • WW -,W ~ d11#1
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July 5, 1984
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Part III

-_ Department of
,, Agriculture

Soil Conservation Service

Op a 7 CFR Part 658

___Farmland Protection Policy;, Final Rule
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I2-716 Federal Register /Vol. 419. No. 130 / Thursday. July 5. 1984 / Rules and Regulations

* DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE agency should derty assistance for a conversion of farmland to
project on a certain tract solely on the nonagncuatural uses. provides

soil Conservation Service basis that the site should be preserved guidelines for program ageencies' use of
for agr'.cultural use, this denial would these criteria, and identifies technical

* 7 CFR Part 558 affect the use of private land and may assistance that will be provided by the
ProectonPolcynot be consistent with local zoning or Department to agencies of federal. state.

Farmland PoetoPliyplanning policy. The rule needed and local governments pursuant to the

AGIENCYt Soil Conservation Service. clarification because Congress expressly Act.
* Agriculture. provided that the Act would not For purposes of the Act. -farmland"~ is

AII~ final rule. authorize any federal regulation a; either -prime farmland." "uniquet
ACT~tCprivate land use. Accordingly. the farmland." or other farmland "that is of

SUMMARy'. This act-on promulgates a Department has modified the rule to statewide or local importance.- All threeI rule for Implementation of the Farmland eliminate any Possibility that either tie of these types of "farmiland" are defined
Protection Poiicy Act. Subtitle I of Title Act or this ritle will cause any refusal of by section I '0(c~fllJ of the Act.
XV of the Agriculture and Food Act of federal assistance to private parties and Both the Act and this rule apply only
1981. Pub. L 97-9&. The rule will add a nonfederal units of government. to federal agencies or their prourameq

* new Part 638 to Title 7 of the Code of Similarly. 1hetq!flment has t'tmgtcner amad here no
3 Federal Regulations establishing criteria redrafted the rule to in-s-ure ga-tactions federal activity is involved, the Act does

fo identifying and cLonsiderni h& by federa! Agencies-wilromport~wttlr-" no ppy eithrteAtno hsrl
effects f arderai prcgrams on the TocaT zdikiiji de~ition m-a-de requiresm 'a federal agency to modify anyI cvers~ion of f~i~t-ilif-jq Urb-ini development~iii-T iuro fiWiJand. project solely to avoid o~r mzinirraize the
noragriciltural uses and Identifying In-eniicting the Farmland Protictiofin effects of conve-sion of farmldand to
technical assistance to agencies of state. PlcAt.Cnrsfodtathe nonagricultural uses. The Act merely
federal. and local governments that will Nation's 'farmland was -a unique natural requires that before taking or approvingI be prov'ded by the Department of l'e5ource'and that each year. "a large any action that would result in
Agricultue, amount of the Nation's armland" wass conversion of farmland as defined ;n the
EFwECTIVe! DATE This rUle becomes being -Irrevocably converted from Act. the agency examines the effects of
effective August 6..19847 actual or potential agricultural use to the action using the criteria set forth in

FOR URTER NFOMATIN CNTAT. nonagricultural use." in many cases as a the rule. and if there are adverse effects.
Hwrdn C.T)E iankOrsAiON E oxecutiv result of actions taken or assisted by the consider alternatives to lessen themn.
Sec-loward. USA ane Usie. Isecuties Federal Cove.-nment.The..gartriaLThagnywudsilav sceor

rec Gtoup. USDA Land sera .ssue purpose of the Act is to "minimize theagnyoudsilhs sceor
Xorkin rco SoilX Cosbfto -t The roe6 id lt proceed with a project that would
Service. P.O. Box 2390. Washington. D.C. .'~convert farmland to nonagricultuiral uses
.;,=13. telephone 202-582-1855. L'i agriconveraussio ofamand to -s-aueta once the examination required by the
SUPPI.!MENTARY INFORMATION A fedeal ricutgraluss aredatoinassured that Act has been completed. Congress
p.-cposed rule was published for public fandertal . troam are adminitepred inaR included in the Act a proviion. senrtuI
cr.,ntnant on July 12. 1983. in the Federal bi- Ve6ri,ýitibli~with state. ui-sr-- 1547(a). assuring !ando'vners that the
Register. Vol. 48. No. 134. pp. 31883- 16-ii- goveract1nt. and private programns Act "does not authorize tfle Federal

3t6.and 149 responses. containing and'ýolicies'to'protect farfhlahd.ý- Government in any way toregulate:h
h-_tndreds of comments. were received (section 1540(b) of the* Act). TheiXEF use of private or nonfe~ieral lard. or in
d'.irng the comment period. which was directs federal agencies to "Identify and awnyr-o wayh laffect thepopery recigsof
oriiginally set to expire September 1Z. take into account the adverse effects of owesfsuhln. al.scin
but was extended through October L federal programs on the preseratio~n of 1548 states expressly that the Act -shall
1983. jSee Federal ReSister. September 2. farmland-. consider alternative actions, not be deemed to provide a basis- for
,983. p. 39944). The Department of as appropriate, that could lessen suchi ayltgto chlegn eea
Agriculture has made a number of adverse effects. and asur tha suc project. program. or other activity that
changes and additions to the rile as federal programs. to the extent - may affect farmland."
proposed in response to several issues practicable, are cor.'irvtible with state. The Department received !49I raised in the comments. Because several uioflclgvrmnadpite responses to the publication of *he
of these modifications will have the programs and policies to protect * proposed rule on July 12. 196. Of these.
effct of limiting the scope of the rile, farmland.- In order to guide the federal 1s were from federal agencies. 42 from
the Department considered republishing agencies in this task. section 1341(a) of state agencies. 19 from local units ofI te rule in proposed form for additional the Act directs the Department of government. W0 from national. state and
comments. However, since the Agriculture. 'in cooperation with other local public interest organ-zations. and
significance of the changes and departments. agencies, independent 10 were from individuals or firms. .
additions is not so great as to require commissions and other units of the Where possible. comments contained in
such republication. it has been Federal Government. to "develop the responses were categorized*I determined that any benefit that could ,criteria for identifying the effects of according to that section of the proposed

* be derived from additional public federal programs on the conversion of rule to which th~ey applied. Others were
revtew does not warrant further delay in farmland to nonagricultural uses" for the categorized as general commirnts. AllI establishing an effective final rule. use of all "departments, arnicies, comments were summarized to ideritfs'

The most important additions clarify Independent commissions and other the issues or concerns expressed.
and narrow theo scope of the Act's units of the Federal Government" whose Each response was carefully studied
coverage and effect from the scope that programs may affect farmland. This rule and the rule has been modified wnere
was contemplated in the proposed ruis, for implementation of the Act . possible and where such modificationsD In making thiese additionals to thee establishies the criteria required by are consistent with the Act. Foilowintl
proposed rule, the Department has been section 1541(a) of the Act for identifying are the most important chanqes which

Suided by the view that ifs federal the effects of federal programs on the were made to the rule as published In
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July i9ga. They result in a limitation of consultation with the Department is directions. including the statement that
the scope of the rule from the proposed recommended, the Department "will encourage federal
version published earlier. 4. To assist agencies in knowing agencies to protect farmland from

1. The rule now specifies that if there which project sites call for exploration unnecessary and irreversible conversion
is a project proposed to be placed on of alternatives& a point score of 160 has to nonsaricultural uses." The Act does
farmland with federal assistance to a been established in the rule as the not assign the Department such a role
landowner or other nonfederal party, the threshold for considering additional toward other federal agencies.
federal agency may not refuse to grast alternative actions. sites. or designs.
such assistance to the project based on 5..Agencies will be provided with a deseral lsses Raied by t Comments
the Act or the rule. Section 1547(a) of the Farmland Conversion impact Rating L Can Farmland Protection Policy Act
Act states that the Act "does not Form (AD-os06) on which they will Anolyia/B P,. orned *. a Part o/the
authorize the Federal Government in request determinations from the Soil NEP4 Poceu?
any way to regulate the use oi private or Conservation Service (SCS) of whether
nonfederal land." Nor does the Act proposed sites are subject to the Act. Responses from the U.S. Department
provide authority for the Federal Upon request. SCS will furnish a score of Transportation. Commerce and
Government to withhold assistance to a for a site's relative value as farmlan. Enenny, the Washington Legal
project solely because it would convert The agencies will then compute for Foundation. National Association of
farmland to nonagricultural uses. themselves the site assessment criteria Home Builders. eight state highway or

I. The rule now specifies that if there scores. transportation agencies and others
is "prime farmland" that a state or local 8 The rule now encourages a maintained that existing Natonal
sover-nment has designated. through procedure to make farmland protection Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
zoning or planning, for commercial evaluations part of an agency's review procedures are adequate for considering
irdusaial or residential usC that is not under the National Environmental Policy the effects of federal actions on
intended at the same time to protect Act (NEPA). farmland or that farmland protection
farmland, this land will not be covered 7. In the case of linear or corridor-ty-pe should be integrated into the individual
by the Act, since it will be deemed to be projects. such as utilities. highways. and agencies' procedures for meeting NEPA"committed to urban development" and railroads. the criteria and guidelines for environmental or other study
thus outside the Acts definition of using them have been modified to be requirements. thus eliminating any need
".prime farmland" subject to the Act. more appropriate. for additional rules.

3. Te ruie makes it clear that & A number of definitions have been Prior to the enactment of the Act. te
activities of the Federal Government to 4gdded in I 658.2 of the rule. Thes Council on Ernvronmental Quality
issue permits or licenses on private or include definitions for. "land already in (CEQ) was already requiring federal
nonfederal lands or approve public or committed to urban development or agencies to assess the direct and
utiity rates are not "federal programs" water storage." "construction or indirect effects of their proposed actions
within tý.e definition provided ia the improvement projects beyond the on prims and utique agricultural lands.
Act. and thus neidher the Act nor the planning stage." -private programs to This requirement was issued in a
rule w;l apply to Lhese activities of protect farmlind." "site." "unit of local memorandum dated August IL. 1SO0.
federal agercies. government." and "state or local from the CEQ Chairman to Heads of

The following are other important government programs to protect A
changes to the proposed rule. They deal farmland." The definition of "federal Anoins.
with technical features of the rule itselL program" has been expanded to explain The memorandum cites 21 subsections

1. The number of land evaluation what the definition does not Include a of the Regulations for Implementing the
c-iteria has been reduced from five to provided in section 1540(c)(4) of the Act. Procedural Provisions of the National
one. and the number of site assessment 9. The rule has been modified to Enviromental P Act. 40 CFR Part
criteria has been reduced from 16 to 1. require that SCS complete the land 1500 at seq.. wher the regulations apply
Site assessment oriteria numbers 5 evaluation within 45 calendar days after to prime and unique agricultural lands.
(special siting requirements) and O receiving a request for assistance on a The CEQ memorandum states that when
(alternatives having less relative value Farmland Conversion Impact Rating an qency beosm Planing any action. it
for agr"t-altural production) in the Form (AD-1001. shou=d, in the development of
proposed rule have been shifted from 10 In recognition that some state end alternative actions. assess whether the
the criteria to the guidelines to evaluate local governments have been adopting alternatives will affect prime or unique
alternative sites. Criterion number 7 land evaluation and site assessment" agricultural lands and identifies these
(compatibility with comprehensive (LESA) systems. the guidelines for usg lends as those defined I 7 CR 67.5.
development plans) now has been the criteria recommend more strongly ThmNEPA regulations leave to the
incorporated in criterion number 4 of the than in the proposed rule that where individual agencies the determination of
rule. thes systems exist locally, federal procedures to be used in assessing thes

2. The site assessment criteria have agencies use them to make their effects. Agencies are permitted In 40
been rewritten with additional guidance, evaluations. In locations where there is CFR 1500.4(p) to establish program
consistent with the comments and no LESA system in place, agencies exclusions that categoricaily remove
findings in field tests on 27 sites in would always use the criteria in this certain projects or actions from
seven counties. to clarify their meaning rule. consideration under NEPA (categorical
and to make them more specific. It. The polhbitions contained in the ezclusaoms).

3. To respond to criticism by many Act against using the Act for federal Tle FPPA. which was enacted on
commenters that all site assessment regulation of land uses or as a basis for December 2L- 191. requres USDA to
criteria did not deserve equal weight, legal action have both been develop. in cooperation with other
the rule now assigns different weights to incorporated in 1658.3 of the rule. federal agen1cies criteria for identifyr.ng
the vanous criteria. Agencies are still 12. The technical assistance section. the effects of federal programs on the
free to change the weighting for their I 656.6. has been shortened to delete .onversion of farmland to
own use but a rulemaking procedure in two unnecessary subsections and nonagricultural uses. These criteria
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* would be appropriate for use by 3. Would an Agency's Decision to Reject would be an interference with the
individual agencies in carrying out their a Proposed Site for a Project Based on intended use of this land by operation of
responsibilities under the NEPA FPPA (1) Interfere With Property Rights the Act.
regulations, and agencies are of Site Ownere or (2) Regulate the Use In response to several comments
encouraged to apply these criteria as of Privote Non federol Land? recommending incorporation into the
part of the NUPA process. However. The National Association of Realtors rule of a restatement of secuon 1547(a1.
FPPA imposes a separate responsibility and the National Association of Home this rule now contains a new I 65&3(r).
on the agencies which may not always Builders suggested that if an agency In an attempt to clarify the limits of
be discharged through compliance with made an examination under the Act of agency action under the Act. the rule
the NEPA regulations. since the the consequences of converting adds to that restatement 3 provision that
agencies' NEPA regulations may farmland at a particular site and then once a federal agency has identified and
exclude certain categories of projects decided. as a result, to refuse to grant taken into account any adverse effects
from NEPA which may not be assistance to a project planned for that on farmland of the assistance requested
excludable under the FPPA. Cuidance site. the decision would infringe on that and has developed alternative actions.
for compliance has been-added to landowner's property rights and thus and the landowner or nonferieral agency
J 658.4 of the rule. violate section 1547(a) of the Act, which that has initiated the project has

2. Does the Rule Hove Far-Reaching guarantees that the Act will not affect considered those effects and

Economic or Environmental Impact? private property rights. alternatives, the agency may not deny
The landowner in such a situation assistance to the project on ,he basis of

The Irvine Company, the Department does not have "property rights" affected. the Act or this rule if the landowner or
of Transportation. the National Except where Congress has established nonfederal agency wishes to procted
Cattlemen's Association. and one a right by entitlement to participate in a with the project on farmland.
private individual stated that the rule federal program and receive such 4. What Responsibility Does the Act
would have far-reaching economic benefits. and individual's access to Give to the Department to Oversee
impacts on the economy of a state or assistance under federal progiras is Compliance With e Ac: by oil
would result in a cost increase of $100 subject to conditions and restrictions Agencies of the Federal Government?
million or more annually to consumers, imposed by other federal statutes. Thus.
individual industries, federal, state or the landowner does not have a property In its comments, the American
local govern.nent agencies. or right either to have his propert chosen Farmland Trust stated that the
geographic regions. Therefore. they by the Federal Government as the site of Department has a role of pr..mary
maintained. it should have had a a project or to obtain federal assistance responsibility" in implementing ite Axt
regulatory impact analysis pursuant to for a project. and that the rile should specify
Executive Order 1Z:=. Similarly. the However. the Department has procedures by which the Department
Natural Resources Defense Council. concluded that while denial of project will assume that role. Comments from 1O
Consumers Union and others stated that assistance on farmland does not affect a state departments of agriculture. six
the rule must be subject to an property right, such denial does local govern.ent agencies. the
environmental impact analysis under constitute an interference with the use Association of Public Justice. the
provisions of NE.PA. regulations because of private or nonfederal land. The full National Trust for Historic Pr"servation.
qt is "a major federal action significantly text of section 1547(a) of the Act states: as well as other oranizations and three
affecting the quality of the human "This subtitle does not authorize the private individuals expressed similar
environment." Federal Government in any way to thoughts. The comments specificaely

The Department's position remains regulate the use of private or nonfederal cited the lack of: Any requirement that
.. at the ruie does not constitute a major land. or in any way affect the property federal-agencies document their
action. The rule was extremely narrow rits of owners of such land." consideration of the effects of farmland
in its effect in the form in which it was Furthermore. the Act contains no conversions: any monitoring or
proposed on July 12.98o. The rule authority for an agency to deny enforcement mechanisms: and the lac:k
published here is ever narrower in assistance to a project solely because it of procedures for the Department's
scope. It can affect only the would convert farmland to oversight of federal agencies'
decisionmaking process of federal nonagricultural uses. compliance activities. Alsom some
agencies when their own projects or A farmer may desire to sell farmland asserted that the Secretary is required to
those they assist would convert acreage to a developer for construction report anually to the Congress under
farmland to nonagricultural uses. of new homes. or to a unit of local section 1546 of the Act and mat the rule
Furthermore. in those cases where it still government for construction of a sewer should require other federal agencies to
applies, the rule. like the Act. is only plant. either to occur with federal report data needed to the Department.
procedural. It does not mandate that any assistance. If federal assistance is However. other respondents. inc!uding
project be changed. It merely requires denied to a developer or to the unit of the American Farm Bureau Federation.
agencies to examine impacts on local government. the sale of land indicated that the role for the
farmland and consider alternatives. anticipated by the farmer will probably Department identified in the proposed
Neither the Act nor the rule would bar not take place: the farmer will view the rule is consistent with and supportive of
an agency from proceeding with its loss of the land sale as being a efforts to protect farmland and that any'
project or assisting if It decides, after consequence of the Act's operation, further role would expand upon the
assessing the impact on farmland. that Similarly. if an owner purchases authorities of the AcL.
other factors outweigh the protection of farmland, retains it for years In While one of Congress's findings.
agricultural land. Nor does the Act or expectation of eventually developing the stated in the Act in section 1540(u l(A). is
the rule affect decisions of individuals, land and then cannot obtain federal that the Department is the agency
firms, states. local governments or other assistance for development when such -primarily responsible for the
entities on projects converticg farmland assistance clearly would have been linpiementation of federal ;olicy with
If no federal assistance is involved. available but for the Act. the result respect to United States farmland.- the

A
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Act grant3 no express authority to the 6. Has the Public Been Suitably Cal"fornia Building Industry
Secretary or the Department to devise Informed About the Rule? Association. California Association of
enforcement or oversight procedures In their comments, the Massachusetts Realtors. and the Wisconsin Land
over other federal agencies. Nor does it Department of Agriculture and the Conservation Association proposed
assign the Department a role of American Farmland Trust suggested different definitions of "farmland" from
encouraging other federal agencies to that pubiic hearings on the rule be held that ir the proposed rele.
protect farmland. The Act is workable before its publication. Section 1540(ca(l} of the Act already
without giving any further role to the This rule has been through an iarmlans sor p es of
Department to oversee compliance with extensive public review and comment, u t must be followed in the rule.
the Act by all the agencies of the process. It is the Department's
Federal Government. Each agency is to determination that such hearings would 2. The reference to 7 CFR 657.5 has
be responsible for its own adherence to unduly delay promulgation of the rule been deleted from the definition of
the mandate of the Act, and each agency and that the final rule accommodates "farmland" because its inclusion would
could then be monitored as to its the public comments to the extent imply automatic concurrence by. the
compliance with the Act by an possible. Secretary of Agrcuiture in any
appropriate request for such information. The Colorado Department of determination made pursuant to that
by Congress. by another" interested Agriculture and the American Farmland section by a state or local governmentfederal agency. or by members of the Trust requested that the Department identifying farmland of statewide or
public. The Act does not assign the prepare and distribute a detailed local importance. The Act in secrton
Department the role of enforcement, handbook or manual on complying with m540(ch(1}(C), calls for the Secretary to
Section 1546 of the Act requires the the FPPA rule. The Natural Resource make his own determination, on a case-
Secretary to report to the Congress only Defense Council. the National Farmers by-case basis, of wnether the far.land
one time. That requirement has-been Union and other suggested that the Soil determined by the state or local
Met. Conservation Service National government to be "of statewide or local

Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site importance" should be considered
5. Do Criteria in the Aule Properly Assessment (LESA) System Handbook farmland for purposes of the Act.
Assess Effects of Feder/l Programs on be cited as a reference in the final rule. 3. The Act, in defining "farmland" in
Conversion of Farmland? The Department believes that the rule section 1540(c)(1). states that "land

itself, including this preamble. will already in or committed to urbanResponses from the Rhode Island resolve many of the concerns giving rise development or water storage" is not
Department of Agriculture and the to these suggestions. If it appears "prime farmland" for purposes of the
California Department ot Transportation necessary after the final rule has been n Act. This means that an agency need not
stated that the rule does not meet the effect for I year. the Department will consider the impact of a project on
requirements of the FPPA for the consider providing the requested prime farmland which is either "already
development of criteria to identify the handbook or manual. The SCS in" urban development or "committed to
effects of federal "programs" on the Handbook for-the LESA system is now urban development."
zonversion of farmland. Rather. the rule available from SCS offices. The Department will treat prime
addresses the worthiness of farmland farmland as "already in" urban
for protection on a project-by-project Comments on 1 8531 deveiopment if the site meets a density
basis. Comments regarding i 65M1 were standard of at least 30 structures per 40

Th*e reference to federal "programs" received from the Department of acres. TlIs is the standard that SCS has
in section 1541 has been interpreted in Transportation. four state agencies, and used in delineating "urban and built-up
light of the definition contained in seven orgamzations. The major concern areas" on its County Base Maps which
section 1540(c)(4), which states that a expressed was that the rule and the Act. are kept in SCS field offices and
federal program means "activities or by requiring federal agencies to ensure updated every five years as part of the
responsibilities" of a department or that their programs are compatible, to National Resource Inventory (NRI).
agency. Therefore. the Department has the extent practicable, with "private In addition, comments received from
focused on the program activities or programs and policies to protect the California Cattlemen's Association.
actions of federal agencies as the farmland." would invite the obstruction the California Chamber of Commerce.
appropriate way to assess any adverse of federal projects by any small group of the California Association of Realtors
effects of federal programs on farmland. citizens styling themselves as such a and other groups advocated that "landsSection 1542 requires each federal "private program." These responses already in, committed, planned or zonedaeency, with the assistance of the requested clarification of what is meant for other than an agricultural use by theeaent. to revie urre by "private programs." Other styte or any unit of local government"Department. to review current respondents requested clarification of be exempt from the Act. Theprovisions of law. adminisdp ative a unes what is meant by state and local Department has concluded that if a stateprocedures and to propose actions g government programs and policies to or local government has. by planning orSprotect farmland. zoning. designated the use of any tractbring its programs, authorities and As a result of these comments, the of prime farmland for commercial or
administrative activities into Department has now defined "private industrial use or residential use that is
compliance with the purpose and policy program" in I 6582(e) of the rule and not intended at the same time to protect
of the FPPA. It is under this Section of "state and local government programs farmland. this action has thereby
the Act that the Department expects to and policies" in 1658 .22(d) of the rule. "committed" such land to "urban
be involved with the agencies in development." even though it may notconidein thir rorampririiesor Comments on I deeomnt"ee tog t a oconsidering their program priorities or ocurrently be in urban uses. Thus. as thisassessing the effects of their program 1. Several parties commenting. would be prime farmland "committed to
rules and regulations on farmland Including three state agencies. the urban development." a project on prime
protection. California Chamber of Commerce, farmland that is so designated by local

[
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or state planning or zoning would not Section 1540(c)(4) of the Act defines Projects that convert !ess than some
require a federal agency's examination federal programs subject to the Act as minimum acrease of farmland, such as
of the project's impact on farmland, those that undertake, finance or assist 10 acres: and

Land use planning and zoning are construction or improvement projects or Construction of farm homes. storage
prerogatives of state and local those that acquire. manage or dispose of buildings and livestock facilities.
government. not the Federal federal land or facilities. The The Act does not authorize the
Government. Section 1547(a) of the Act Department has concluded that those Secretary of Agriculture to grant
states that the Federal Government may carefully selected words were intended exemptions, but specifies exemptions
not use the Act "mi-any way to regulate to exclude from the definition of contained in section 1540(c)(4) and
the use of private or nonfederal land. or -federal program" the grant of a perft section 1547(b). However. the Act does
in any way affect the property rights of or license. The Department also has not apply to construction of farmhouses.
owners of such land." concluded that this definition does not storage buildings. livestock holding

If a federal agency were required by extend to federal regulatory agencies' facilities or any other structures
the Act to assess the impacts of a actions in setting rates for utility service, applicable to the operations of a
urban development but already o63. particular farm unit or units becauseurba deelomentbutalradysuch action does not convert farmland
designated by the state or local Several comments relating to I W. to nonagricultural uses.
government for urban development were received. Most of them requested 3. Comments from the Department of
through planning or zoning. the only that the rule provide exclusions or Housing and Urban Development. the
purpose of the requirement would be for exemptions for specific kinds of projer,, National Association of Home Builders.
that agency to weigh alternative sites or program actions. Some requested that and others asserted that programs thatt that would lessen the impact of the definitions of some terms be included in merely provide federal guarantees for
project on farmland. If the agency. the rule. Summaries of the comments loans made between private parties
based on its assessment pursuant to the and the Department response follow, with private funds. such as the mortgage
Act. should then decide to refrain from L Comments from three federal insurance programs of the Federal' building its project on the proposed site.
it would be deciining itself to use the agencies. nine state agencies. and six Housing Administration (F-A) and the

sitwouldbe fo nelftopsenthe organizations. objected to the June 22. mortgage guarantee program of the
proposed site for urban development i982 date at which time agencies should Veterans Administration (VA). are not
when local or stare planning or zoning begin complying with the FPPA. One covered by the Act since they do not
ad ceptable on the site. This would be an comment asserted that the date of entail "undertaking. financing or

',trusiora by the Federal Governentou in compliance should be the date of the assisting construction or improvement
ie function of land use planning of final rule. Other comments asserted that projects." under section 1540(c)(4) of the
state and local governments, agencies should not be required to Act.sFor ta reason, the rule now specifies, comply with the provisions of the rule Insuring or guaranteeing loans for
in t 63s.2ea}. that prime farmland for projects that were undertaken prior construction of housing or other
"icmmitted "t urban development." tht to its issuance, structures under these p.ograms is a

is. land excluded from the Act's The Act. in section 1549. states that form of financing or assistance. It thus is

coverage, includes all such land zoned the prov.isions of the Act should become a federal action that may contribute to

cr recently planned for a nonagricultural effective 6 months aiter its date of the unnecessary and irreversibie

use by a state or unit of local enactment. Le.. June 2 . 19=2. However, conversion of farmland to

r government, that was not the actual date when nonagricultural uses. to the extent that

4. The existence of a land use plan agencies were in a position to consider such insurance or guarantees are refied

will not. however, automatically be a the impacts of projects on farmland in upon for the construction to take place.
basis for assigning land for purposes of compliance with section 1541(b) of the Where a loan not for const-uction but
the Act and this rule to the status Act. To comply with that obligation for purchase of an existing house or

prescribed by such a plan. A lare under the Act, the criteria which this other structure is guaranteed or insured.
number of units of local government rule sets forth are a prerequisite-to th. proposed action would not tonver
have land use plans adopted many compliance. So the effective date for farmland and therefore is not covered
years ago for one or another purpose agencies to comply with section 1541(b) by the Act.
which have not been reviewed or will be 30 days after publication of this However. since the Act dcs nat
uodated in a comprehensive way since rule in the Federal Register. provide any basis for denias of
adoption. Consequently, for land to be L_ Comments from the Ru'ral assistance solely because farmland is
assigned the status provided for it in a Electrification Administration. being converted. neither the Act nor this
land use plan. the plan must (1) have Department of Transportation. rule could'cperats to interfere with dhis
been intended to be a comprehensive Department of Housi"g and Urban form of fimacing or assistance once the
land use plan for the area in question. Development. Department of Energy. 12 agency had identified and taken into
and (1) have been expressly adopted or state departments of highways er account any adverse ef.qcts on farmland
reviewed in its entirety within the 10 transportation, the Pacific Gas and and considered alternative acttonS. aS
year period preceding proposed Electric Company. and the Soil required by the Act.
im-plementation of the particular feder Conservation Society of America 4. The Bureau of Land Manajeme.t
program. suggested that exemptions lor certain asserted that the FPPA would not apply

&. Comments of the Edison Electric kinds of projects should be granted in to actions of the agency related to
Institute sugested the rule state that the the rule. These include surface mining o an lands contairblc
Act does not apply to federal leable coal or phosphate and ;ub~ect
"permitting" and "licensing" activities Cateagowcal exclusions as referred to in to the Surface Mining Cantol and
and agreements necessary for use or NEPA. Relamantion Act of 197. P•b. L 93-87.
occupancy of federal lands. or to Farm-to-market highways or roads: Since that act presumes that farm!'iw.
electrical service ratemaking. Electric transmission lines: used for surface mining c€n be

Io
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reclaimed and reused for agriculture. Buried utility lines that do not prevent the Nation's farmland where proposed
there is no irreversible conversion to farming operations over them would not conversions are anticipated. Where
rnonagricultural use and USDA concurs be subject to the Act. Unless farming is these exist. the response should be
with BLM's interpretation, not permitted over the buried lines or in made in less than 45 days. Now the rule

5. Section 2547(b) of the Act states the rght-of-way. construction of such states that if SCS fails to complete land
that "none of the provisions or other lines does not uireversibly convert evaluation within the 45-day period. and
requirements of this subtitle shall apply farmland to nonagricultural uses. if further delay would interfere with
to the acquisition or use of farmland for Likewise. projects built entirely within construction activities, the agency
national defense purposes." The U.s. highway rights-of-way do not convert should proceed as though the site were
Department of Transportation asserted farmland. - not farmland. The best assurance that
that since the entire interstate highway 9. Several comments recommended . the 45-day period will not delay an
system has been intended for defense incorporating in the rule a restatement action is for the agency to request a
purposes (see 23 U.S.C. 220) and since of section 1546 of the Act which " determination as early as possible in the
the Department of Defense considem., prohibits use of the FPPA as a basis for decisionmaking process.
another 12.000 miles of highways legal action challenging a federal project 3. A number of federal state, and
essential for defense purposes. these that may affect farmland. local government agencies.
roads are exempt from the Act under A statement reiterating section 1548 of organizations, and individuals criticized
section 1547(b). the Act and applying it to the rule e criterion number 10 in the proposed rule.

The Department believes Congress well a the Act. ha been added to They argued that if the criterion took
intended acquisition of land for § 6583 of the rule. into account all of an owner's or
highways to be a major focus of the Comments on the Criteria I 658.4 developer's preproject investments in
FPPA and does not believe Congress The greatest number of comments the site, such as engineering or
intended such an extensive number of received relate to 5 arcitectural studies, this might
highiways to be exempt from the Act roposve ret w s of the encourage the owner or developer to
under the "national defense" exemption. proposed rule, which sets forth the make as many expenditures as possible
It is doubtful that the evaluation cprteria for evaluating the effects of before the agency made its assessment
ruire by the FPPA would result oposed program actions on the. of the site. in order to obtain the lowesthaltsireb constructio wofl any l ad itin to conversion of farmland to
haeting construction of any addition to nonagricultural uses. While there were a possible score on this criterion. In view
the interstate highway system large number of comments received of this criticism and of the insertion of
specifically deemed necessary for they addressed only a few concerns. 658.3(c) to insur that federal
national defense purposes. Presumably These are listed and discussed below. assistance to a project could not be
the national defense purpose of such a 1. Several responses, such as those" derned based on the Act or this rule.
hxo.way would override the importance from the Rural Electrication criterion number 10 now has been
of protecting farmland. Administration. Farmers Home omitted.

6. The National Park Service (NIPS) Admninisu'ation. two state transportstion 4. Several comments were addressed
asserted that NPS lands are exempt departents. and the Pacific Gas and to the site assessment criteria as a
from the FPPA and that future Electric Company asked that there be group. Comments from the Department
acquisitions under the Land and Water specific guidance for federal agencies in of Energy. the Department of
Conservation Fund should be exempt. applying the-criteria to projects such a Transportation. the California Realtors

The Deparment of . iculture agrees riads. pipelines. electic transmission Association and four other California
that NPS iands acquired prior to the lines, and water transmission facilities. baied organizations suggested that the
effective date of the final rule are not These are often called "cormuor site assessment criteria be dropped
covered by the Act if used for the stated projects." entirely from the rule. A greater number.
purpose. since the intent of both the In the rule. the criteria and guidelines including comments from federal state
Congress and the Administration for use now have been modified to and local agencies and organizations..
of such lands is expressed in the accommodate these linear or corridor- complained that the indicators for
legislation under which such lands were type projects. soring were too vague. The United
acquired. However. farmlands proposed 2. The Department of Housing and States Postal Service and the Louisiana
for future acquisition under the Land Urban Development, the Department of Department of Transportation and
and Water Conservation Fund or by Energy. the Department of the Army. Development suggested that the criteria
other means of purchase should be and two state agencies felt that SCS be used for general guidance but that
evaluated as required by the Act, should be given only 30 days or less to there should be no scoring system.

7. Farmers Home Administration respond to agency requests for The scoring system included in th,,
suggested that definitions are needed for assistance rather than 45 days. Others crite"a is taken from the Agricultural
the terms "planning stage" and "active felt "a responsive" answer should be Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
design" used in I 6=.3(b)(2J of the given within the 45-day period. (LESA) system developed by the SC&.
proposed rule. The 45-day period in the proposed State and local officials in about 4Mn

The rule in J 65.L8(c) now defines rule did not specify whether the 45 days jurisdictions of 45 states nationwide
those terms. were "working" or "calendar days," In have adopted or ar studying LESA

&. The Rural Electrification the Department's view. 45 calendar days systems with assistance from SCS. The
Administration asserted that small Is the period reasonably required to Department believes the use of
electric and telephone projects and determine whether the proposed site is numerical indices for scoring farmlands
buried electric and telephone cables farmland and. if It is. to complete the has proved to be a useful technique at
should be exempted from the analysis Land Evaluationm In the rule. I 65.4(a) state and local government levels for
requirements of the Act as should now makes the clarification that SCS is making defensible land use decisions
-service extensions to farms and projects to give this response in 45 calendar and so their use is appropriate for the

- that take place within road rights-of- days. Cooperative Soil Surveys are criteria provided in this rule. The
way. completed for an estimated 85 percent of Department has tested these criteria on

!
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2 sites in seven counties in four states site assessment criteria, and offered objected to SCS or any other federal
and found that the scores from these eight criteria for inclusion in the rule. agency measu$rig -the value of a sate as
criteria were consistent in all cases with Of the eight criteria suggested. the farmland." adding -this should be a
the scores from existing local LESA proposed rule included four. Now the local decision at the lowest ;ossible
systems. For certain criteria in the rule includersix of them. The rule still level of government. pr-e.!-rably !ucaily-
proposed rule whose indices were does not accommodate suggestions that governed soil and water conservation
criticized as too vague. percentages and the number of farms to be affected by a distncts.".The National Catt•emen s
distances now have bean added to. proposed actionr and the prospective Association's concern appears to be that
provide additional guidance in assigning impacts on farmers' incomes should be the ruMe will cause federal agency
scores. Some of the indices for scoring included as criteria. Congress personnel to make unsolicted price

* site assessment criteria call for apparently intended the Act to protect appraisals of privately-owned farmland
adjustments to be made at the local farmland per so. not farms as economic in the course of ther dafta collection
level and scores may vary with local units. Nor is the number of farms activities.
conditions affected a reliable measure of ecsonoc To address this concern, the term now

5& Many comments suggested that impact, if economic impact were to be used in the final -ule is "relative value."
language be added to the rule to give considered. The Department believes 'Relative value" is based purely on soils
state and local units of government that data on the prospective impacts on data collected by SCS. Expressed on a
greater participation in or control of the farmers incomes would be nearly scale of 0 to 100. it indicates the
process for assessing the effects of impossible to collect and in any event. usefulness of a parcel oW land as
proposed federal actions on farmland. prot6cting farmers' incomes is not i farmland for sustained productivity.
These included comments from several purpose of the Act, compared to other land in the
state and local government agencies. the 7. A number of parties recommended jurisdiction. It would be separate and
Association of Illinoi Soil and Water that site assessment criteria 5 and 6 of distinct from the price of the land. w'n.cb
Conservation Districts. the Minoiis the proposed rule not be included as site would in any event depend on 'he real
South Project. the Piedmont assessment criteria. Their position was estate market and the nonsuiL as well as
Environmental Council and others. The that by calling on the agency to assess the soil. characteristics of the property.
California State Grange stated that the special siting requirements of the project 10. The Environmental Protection
criteria must recognize the ability of (criterion 5) and alternative sites Agency. among others. behieved that -he
local governments to determine and. (criterion 5). these criteria represented proposed rule would tend to work
control land use within their jurinsdtiion. the kind of final judgment that the against protection of farmland near
The California Chamber of Commerea agency would make after assessing the urbanized areas. EPA proposed adding
stated it is essential that local site according to the other criterta. criteria to favor protection of c!ose-in
governments be given a primary role Hence the criteria did not belong in the farmland in order to counterbalance
under the Act within the rule. The same scoring system with the other those criteria on which close-in
National Association of Home Builders criteria. Such comments were received farmland would receive 'ow scores.
recommended the rule be rewritten to from the National Association of Admittedly. use of the natonal
increase the importance oi the Realtors. the California Building criteria contained in the rule will
S.pquirements for compatibility of federal Industry Association, the Irvine discriminate to some degree against -he
agency actions with state and local Company. the Pacific Legal Foundation protection of farmland close lo urn*an
agricultural preservation programs. and the Farmers Home Administration, areas. It is the Department's position

As mentioned in the preceding The Department agrees. Criteria 5 and that the purpose of the Act is to protect
discussion, with assistance from SCS. 6 have been dropped as site assessment the best of "he Nation's farmlands which
some 400 units of local government in 45 c criteria but made a part of the guidelines are located where farming can be a
states, as well as some state for using the citeria. practicable economic activity. The
governments. are developing and &. Farmers Home Administration and Department anticipates that populaion
adopting Land Evaluation and Site the Utah Department of Agriculture both increases for the United States in the
Assessment QLESA) systems to questioned the validity of criterion 7 of next 30 years will require conversion of
evaluate the productivity of agricultural the proposed rule since It appeared to be some land from farm to other uses. that
land and its suitability for conversion to applicable only where the local land nearest urban built.up areas are
nonagricultural use. Therefore. certain jurisdiction had a comprehensive plan in the most likely candidates for such
states and units of local government force. .-- conversions, and that converting these
may have already performed an The Department has dropped criterion lands is preferable to having
evalnation using criteria similar to those 7 and has revised criterion 4 to development put pressure on more
contained in this rule applicabje to incorporate the definitions of "state or productive farmlands farther from these
federal agencies. local government policies or programs to urban built-up areas. The FPPA is not

Language now has been added to protect farmland" and of "private designed for the protection of open
I •65.4 of the rule recommending that programs to protect farmland." These space. historic farms. recreation
federal agencies use state and local are to be considered only where they opportunities. or a particular rural
agricultural land evaluation and site exist, lifestyle.

-assessment systems that are on the SCS 9. The proposed rule stated that based
state conservationist's list of systems on the land evaluation criteria set forth o o55o
that mest the purposes of the FPPA. in I 65•.4 "all farmland will be. Cdtoda t 8,

G. The Natural Resources Defense evaluated and each parcel asigned an I. A numzber of comments asserted
Council. the American Farmland Trust. overall score between 0 and 100 that because the proposed rule allowed
the National Farmea Union and others representing its value as farmland agencies to use any relative weighting of

Sasserted that direct analysis of the relative to other parcels in the area." the criteria that they desired in
impacts of project alternatives should be The National Cattlemen's Association. determining the point totals for
used in addition to land evaluation and addressing this in its comments, protection of a site as farmland. this

i
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I would piermit an agency to assign Guidelines for the use of the criteria, nonagricultural uses." This now hase
U weights so as to preselect the results of now found in I 658.4 of the ruhLe indicate been corrected in the rule.

the analysis. This concern was shared that when a site obtains a threshold 3. The New Mexico Cattle Growers
by the Rural Electrfication score of 160 points, the agency should Association, the California AssociationI Administration. Ohio Department of consider alternative sites locations- and of Realtors. the California Chamber of

I Transportation. Wisconsin Department designs. This process should lead the Commerce. the California Cattlemen's
of Agriculture. Whitman County. agency to consideration of alternative Association and others suggested
Washington. Regional Planning Council. actions as well as alternative sites for eliminating the reference in J 6586(c) of4 National Association of State proposed program actions, the proposed rule to Forest.Servce

5 Departments oi Agriculture. 111.01s Con, pliaace with the FP!'A is but 0one cooperation in planr.!:g for uses of land
South Project. Association for Puiblic of the requirements that federal ajcn oNtoa oet n
Justice. Wisconsin Land Conservation agencies must meet in approving or alconsideration. wherever practicable. of
Association and others. disapproving projects. The FPPA rule coordinating the management ofI The Department believes each agency does not assume the necessity of the National Forest lands with the
should have the fle.xubiiity to judge for project. The necessity for the project is mngmn fajcn ad.Te
itself whether the weighting pattern in left to be determined by the agency on maniedttthslguesgetdI this rule is the appropriate one for that the basis of economic and maitheinForest Sericagae would gesteda
agency's programs. However, in environmental analyses and itsiintonfuceldusplcesn
response to these comments. the statutory program responsibilities as lans ajcn oNtoa oet n
Department now recommends in the rule well as on the basis of the effects of th lanydsd aacnot wato Nthiona Forests, ato
that an agency desiring to depart from project on farmland. te i o atti osbiyt
the weighting pattern of the criteria in Section 1.542 of the Act calls on asrise.
the rule should comply with two federal agencies to review and revise if To eliminate any misunderstanding.
safeguards. First, the agency. in necessary. their agenciesý administrative this entire statement now has beenf consultation with the Department. regulations. policies and procedures to eliminated in the revised proposed rule.
should Use the rulemaking process to achieve conformity with the Act. In this. 4. The National Cattlemens'
e~stablish the change. and stcond. the process. it is anticipated that the Association. the Now Mexico Cattle
variation on the basic weighting pattern agencies Will identify actions they can Growers' Association and others
that the agency adopt3 should be - take to alter project design to reduce expressed concern that-development of

uiomyapplied within the agency so effects on farmland. maps designating farmlands would
asto prevent the agency from Comments on Technical Aissistance define those to be protected

preselecting a- patcua wegtn permanently by the Act as farmland.
pattern that woldinurer weightinga even though conditions were likely to
score for a project. i. Comments from the National change over ti11e.

2.The American Farmland Trust. the Associ~ation of Realtors and the T1he comment apparently is based on
Rural Electriffication Administration and Wisconsin Department oi Agriculture, the premise that designating or
manyv others raised concern over the Trade and Consumer Protection identifying farmlands on maps is
assigriment of equal weights to all 18 suggested that the consultation pocess comparable to zoning and that such
site' assessment factors. with elected state and local officials lnswill be permanently protected

Basedi on comments received. the .discussed in I 658.(e) of the proposed frmconvyersion by law. The Act does
weighlting has been revised to reflect a rule be required and that private not protect per so any farmland fromI diffrence in importance ranging from a landholders be given the opportunity for being converted to nonagricultural use.
high score of 20 points to a high score of consultation.7UAtadherlsipyeqreht
5 points. The total points for the site The consultation process discusd in Thedeact agncyd thrlesiomplyr coquidre.ha
assessment criteria remains 160. based I 65.8. would be pursuant to Executive federa affencyso prpsdactsionaes constder

I on a redistribution of the points among Orderl23?2. That E~xecutive Order an thnereffect of paroposead actonsiodterj the 1L2 criteria. Even though the rumber the various federal agency regulations cotenatversio tawofuarlad aesnd scnie
of criteria has dropped from is to 12. the pertaining to its implementation are in fet.Mpwolsilyndce
160 point total for the site assessment place and federal agencies ar to efeths. Mapds thtwould saimly indicathe

g has been retained in order to retain the comply. The I se.6(e) was therefore thsladtatw ldfludeth
"sme balance of weighting between the deieted as an unnecesar part of this purview of the Act.
site assessment and land evaluation rule. 5.American Farmland Trust and
criteria which, when the scores an 2. The National Cattlemen's others suggested that the Department
added together. provide the point score Association observed that lauae po~eifrainto federal agencies.

fora arlad mpctrain o Frm used in 1 65L.8 of the propoe rule state and local jovernments and others
AD-1006 (see J 656. of the rule). ' misquoted the Act. They stated that regarding provsions of the FPA and its

3. Comments from the Sierra Club.. there was nothing in section 1L543 of the implementing rule.I National Audubon Society. Natural Act which authorized the Secretary to The Department will be provididng
Resources Defense Council and others provide technical assistance to "protect Infortuation to other federatl agencies
noted that the rule fails to require that farmland" or to "gulde urban and state local governmeants concerning
an agency consider alternatives to the development." . the rule. Upon request. SCS will assist

- proposed project itself. They maintain The Departmient conanm with this federal agencies in training personnel to
I that the Act calls for the agency to comment. The language ueed was an Implement the Act. The Extension
I considexalternative, actions. including inadvertent misquotation of the Act. The Service is responsible for designing and

the alternative of not doing the project correct wording "encourages' the implementing educational programs and
at alL and not just alternative sites for a Secretary to provide technical materials in ac~cordance with section

I proposed action. They aiso assert that assistance to an agency -that desires to 1544() of the Act. The National
* the rule assumes the necessity of the develop programs or policies to limit the Agricultural Library has been

Proposed action. conversion of productive farmlandoto designated a a farmland information
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center in accordance with section I98s.1 P'nposa. financing, or assisding constrution or
I 15&a(b) of the Act. This part sets out the criteria improvement projects or acquiring.

Comrenin s on USDA Ass c a7 developed by the Secretary of managing, or disposing of federal lands
Agriculture. in cooperation with other and facilities. The term -federal

The Illinois Department of Agriculture federal agences. pursuant to section program" does not include federal
wanted I 858.7 of the proposed rule to 1541(a) of the Farmland Protection permittin. licensing, or rute approval
be written more forcefully. The Policy Act (FPPA or the Act) 7 U.S.C. programs for activities on private or
Delaware State Grange. Inc.. wanted to 4202(a). As required by section 1541(b) nonfederal lands. The term -federal
eliminate the words *as appropriate" in of the Act. 7 U.S.C. 420=b). federal program" does not include construction
I 658.3(a) of the proposed rule. as well agencies are (1) to use the criteria to - or improvement projects that were
as the words -This assistance is identify and take into account the beyond the planning stage on the date
provided on request. as permitted by adverse effects of their programs on the 30 days after publication of the final rule
staifing and buoget limitations." preservation of farmland. (2) to consider in the Federal Re-ister. if.

In the proposed rule. J 658.7 simply alternative actions. as appropriate. that (1) Acquisition of land or easement for
repeated language contained in the Act could lessen adverse effects, and (3) to the project has occurred, or
and it has not. therefore. been modified ensure that their programs. to the extent (2) All required federal agency
in this final rule. practicable. are compatible with state planning documents and steps were

This action has been revised under and units of local government and completed and accepted. endors'td or
Executive Order L2Al and Secretary's private programs and policies to protect approved by the appropnate a$e'ncy
Memorandum No. 1512-1 and hits been farmland. Guidelines to mist agencies and:
designated "nonmajor." The Assistant in using the criteria are .ncluded in this (3) A final environmental impact
Secretary for Natural Resources and part. The Department of Agriculture statement was filed with EPA or an
Environment has determined that this (hereinafter USDA) may make available environmental impact assessment was
action will not have economic impact on to states. units of local government. completed and a finding of no
the economy of S100 million or morem individuals. organizations, and other significant impact was executed by h.e
result in a major increase in costs or units of the Federal Government. appropriate agency official(s). "'In the
prices for consumers, individual information useful in restoring. active design state" shall mean that the
industries, federal state, or local maintaining, and improving the quantity engineering or architectural design had
gcvernment agencies, or geographic and quality of farmland. beguo or had been contracted !or on or
regions: or result in significant adverse prior to the date 30 days aftereilfects on competition, employment. 1682D/nfosefficts n cmpettion emloymnt.publication of the final rule in the
investment. productivity, innovation. at (a) "Farmland" means prime or unique Federal Reistoer.
on the ability of U.S.-based enterprises farmlands as defined in section
to compete with foreign-based 1540(c)(,) of the Act or farmland that is (d) -State or local government policies

enterprises in domestic or export determined by the appropriate state or or programs to protect flrmland"
markets. Ths rule does not contain unit of local government agency or include: Zoning to protect farriand:

information collection requirements agencies with concurrence of the pOc"ltural land protec~ion ;rovis:ons

which require approval by the Office of Secretary to be farmland of statewide or or a comprehensive land use plan which

Management and Budget under 44 U.S.C." of local importance. "Prime farmland" has been adopted or reviewed in its

350 at seq. does not include land already in or entirety by the unit of local government

This document has been prepared in committed to urban development or -in whose jurisdiction it is operative

the Office of the Assistant Secretary for water storage. Prime farmland "already within 10 years preceding proposed

Natural Resources and Environment. in" urban development or water storage implementation of the particular federal

Department of Agriculture. with the includes all such land with a density of programi completed purchase or

assistance of the Land Use Division of 30 structures per 40 acre area. Prime acquisition of development rights:

the Soil Conservation Service. farmland committed to urban completed purchase or acquisition of
development or water storue" includes consorvation easements. prescribed

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part M4 all such land that has been designated procedures for assessing agricultural

Agriculture. Soil conservation, for commercial or industrial use or viability of sites proposed for

Farmland. midential use that is not intended at conversion: completed agricultural

Accordingly. Part 658 is added to ritie the same time to protect farmland in a districting and capital investments to

7 of the Code of Federal Regulations. (1) zoning code or ordinance adopted by protect farmland.

Table of Contents and text to read as a state or unit of local government or (2) (el Private programs to protect
follows: a comprehensive land use plan which farmland" means programs for the

has expressly been either adopted or protecdon of farmland which are
-PRT 65S-FARMLtANO PRorEcn'To reviewed in its entirety by the unit of pursuant to and consistent with state

POLICY ACT local government In whose jurisdiction it and local government policies or
is operative within 20 years preceding programs to protect farmland of the

See. implementation of the particular federal affected state and unit of local
.8.1 Purpose. project. government. but which are operated by
Msa.2 Definitions. (b) "Federal agency" means a a nonprofit corporation. foundation.

-U.3 AlaPibility m exemption department. agency. independent association. conservancy, distrct. or
6114 Ciutef. sommissin. or other unit of the Federal other not-for-profit organization existing

W116 Technical sitce. Covernmuent. under state or federal laws. Private
MW5.7 USDA Aistsw with (odedal (c) "Federal program" means those programs to protect farmland may

agencies' eviews of policies and activities or responsibilities of a include: (1) Acquiring and holding
SprocedureL department. agency. independent development rights in farmland and 12)

AabowW. Sec. S-iS. Pub. cL 7-OL ommission. or Other unit of the Federal facilitating the transfer of development
1& Star. 13u-1344. (7 U.SC. 420 at seq.). Government that involve undertaking, rights of farmland.

.1-
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(f) -Site" means the location(si that program. or other activity that may the agency will assign to the site a
would be converted by the proposed affect farmland. Neither the Act nor this combined score of up to 260 points.
action(s). rule. therere. shall afford any basis for composed of up to 100 points for relative

(g) "Unit of local government" means such an action, value and up to 160 points for the site
the government of a county. assessment. With this score the agency
munic:pality. town. township. village. or I 65L4 Qukiewe for use of cent"" will be able to identify the effect of its
other unit of general government below As stated above and as provided in proeairs an farmland. and make a
the state level. or a combination of units the Act.'each federal agency shall use detarminawtho as to the suitability of the
of local government acting through an the criteria provided i 15G.5 to site for protection as farmland. Once
areawide agency under a state law or an identify and take into account the this score is computed. USDA
agreement for the formulation of adverse effects of federal programs on recommend&
regional devalopment polic-ss and the Protection of farmland. The agencies f(1) Sites with *.p highest combined
plans. are to consider alteemative actions, as scores be regarded as most suitable for

appropriate. that could lessn suc protection under these criteria and sites
o SU e. liAPP~ ty and exemptiemJ adverse effects. and assure that such with the lowest scores. as least suitable.
(a) Section 1540(b) of the Act. 7 U.S.C. federal programs. to the extent (2) Sites receiving a total score of less

4201(b). states that the purpose of the practicable. are compatible with state, than 160 be 8iven a m al level of
Act is to minimize the extent to which unit of local government and private consideration for protection ard no
federal programs contribute to the programs and policies to protect additional sites be evaluated.
unnecessary and irreversible conversion farmland. The following are guidelines a sites reeivalusoes
of farmland to nonagricultural uses. to assist the agencies in these tasks. (31 Sites receivi scores totaing 160
Conversion of farmland to (a) An agency should first make a or more be given increasingly higher
nonagricuLtural uses does not include request to SCS on Form AD 1006. the levels of consideration for protection.
the construction of on-farm structures Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (4) When making decisions on
necessary for farm operations. Federal Form. available at SCS offices. for proposed actions for sites receiving
aaencdes can obtain assistance from detemination of whether the site is score totaling 160 or more. agency
USDA in determining whether a farmland subject to the Act. If neither personneil consider
proposed location or site meets the Act's the entire site nor any part of it are (i) Use of land that is not farmland or
definition of farmland. The USDA Soil subject to the Act. then the Act will not use of existing structures:
Conservation Service (SCS) field office apply and SCS will so notify the agency. (ii) Alternative sites, locations and
zerving the area will provide the If the site is determined by SCS to be designs that would serve the proposed
assistance. Many state or local subject to the Act. then SCS will purpose but convert either fewer acres
government planning offices can also measure the relative value of the site as of farmland or other farmland that has a
prov.de ths assistance, farmland on a scale of 0 to 100 lower relative valus:

(b) Acquisition or use of.farmnand by according to the information souces (iM) Special siting requirements of the
a federal agency for national defense listed in I 65&3.(a). SCS will respond to proposed project and the extent to
purposes is exempted by section 1547(b) these requests within 45 calendar days which an alternative site fails to satisfy
of the Act. 7 U.S.&C. 4208(b). of their receipt. In the event that SCS the special siting requirements as well

(c) The Act and these regulations do fails to complete its response within the as the originally seiected site.
not authorize the Federal Government in 45-day period, if further delay would (d) Federal agencies may eiect to
any way to regulate the use of private or interfere with construction activities, the assign the site assessment criteria
noniederal land. or in any way affect the* agency should proceed as though the relative weightings other than those
property rights of owners of such land. site were not farmland. shown in 6J5.,5 (b) and (c). If an agency
The Act and these regulations do not (b) The Form AD 1008. returned to the elects to do so. USDA recommends that
provide authority for the withholding of agency by SCS will also include the the agency adopt its alternative
federal assistance to convert farmland following'incidental information: The weighting system (1) through rulemaking
to nonagricultural uses. In cases where total amount of farmable land (the land in consultation with USDA. and (2) as a
either a private party or a nonfederal in the unit of local goverment's system to be used uniformly throughout
unit of government applies for federal jurisdiction that is capable of producing the agency. USDA recommends that the

sistance to convert farmland to a the commonly grown cropy. the weishting. stated in I 656.5 (bi and (c|
nonagricultural use. the federal agency percentage of the jurisdiction that is be used until an agency issues a final
should use the criteria set forth in this farmland covered by the Act the rule to change the weightings.
part to ;entify and take into account percentage of farmland in the -(e) It is advisable that evaluations and
any adverse effects on farmland of the jurisdiction that the project would an&IyIes of prospective farmland
assistance requested and develop convert and the percentage of farmland conversion impacts be made early in the
alte tive actions that could avoid or In the local government's jurisdiction planning process before a site or design
mitigate such adverse effects. IL after with the sme or higher relative value is selected. and that where possible.
consideration of the adverse effects and than the land that the project would agencies make the FPPA evaluations
suggested alternatives. the applicant convert. These statistics will not be part part of the-Mational Environmental
wants to proceed with the conversion. of the criteria scoring process. but am Policy Act (NEPA) process. Under the
the federal agency may not on the basis intended simply to furnish additional agency's own NPA regulations, some
of the Act or these regulations. refuse to background information to federal categories of projects may be excluded
provide the requested assistance. aanies to aid them in consderinga the form NVA which may still be covered

(d) Section 148. 7 U.S.C. 420 states esects of their projects on farmland. under the FPPA. Section 1"40(c)(4) of the
that the Act shall not be deemed to (c) After the agency receives from Act exempts projects that were beyond
provide a basis for any action. either SCS the acore of a site's relative value the planning stage and were in either the
' Lal or eqitable. by any state. unit of as described in I 65.4(a) and then active design or construction state on
local government, or any person or class applies the site assessment criteria the effective data of the Act. Section
of persons challenging a federal project, which are set forth In 1 65.5 (b) and (c. 24%7(b) exempts acquisition or use of
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farmland for national defense purposes, suggesting top. intermediate and bottom each state. Data are from the latestThere are no other exemptions of scores are indicated for each criterion, available Census of Agriculture.
projects by category in the Act. The agency would make scoring Acreaae of Farm Units in Operation

(f) Numerous states and units of local decisions in the context of each with Si.000 or more in sales.)government are developing and proposed site or alternative action by As large or larger--0 points
adopting Land Evaluation and Site examining the site, the surrounding Mre Below average-deduct 1 point for each
Assessment (LESA) systems. to evaluate and the programs end policies of the 5 percent belw the average, down to
the productivity of agricultural land and state or local unit of government in 0 points if 50 percent or more below
its suitability for conversion to which the site is located. Where one average.- to 0 points
nonagricultural use. Therefore. state and given location has more than one design (8a It this site is chosen for the proiect.

i units of local government may have alternative, each design should be how much of the remaining land on the
already performed an evaluation using considered as an alternative site. The farm wilbecome non-farmable becauseter4a sirnilzr tc lse contatned -i this site assessment criteria am of interference with land patterns?
rule applicable to federal agencies. (1) How much land is in nonurban use
USDA recommends that where sites are within a radius of 1.0 mile from where Acreage equal to more than 25 percent
to be evaluated within a jurisdiction the project is intended! of acres drectly converted by the
having a state or local LESA system that More than 90 percent-IS points project-10 points
has been approved by the governing 9 to 20 percent-t to 1 t Acreage equal to between 5 and 5
body of such jurisdiction and has been Less than 20 percent--- points percent of the aces directly convered
placed on the SCS state by the project-9 to I point(s)
conservationist's list as one which t2) How much of the perimeter of the Acreage equal to les than 5 percent of

Acreag equalr to less tha 5percentusofmeets the purpose of the FPPA in site borders on land in nonurbn use? the acres directly convened by thebalance with other public policy More than 90 percent--0 points project-0 points
objectives, federal agencies use that 90 to 20 percent-. to I point(s) (9) Does the site have available
system to make the evaluation. Less than 20 percent-0 points adequate supply of farm support
s oss.5 cnft~~a, (3) How much of the site has been services and markets. i.e. farmstcrit ea A farmed (manag.ed for a scheduled suppliers, equipment dealers. processingThis section states the criteria harvest or timber activity) more than and storage facilities and farmer'srequired by section 1541(a) of the Act f 7 .ive of the last 10 years? markets?
U.S.C. 42021al. The criteria were More than 90 percent-20 points All required serviccs ore avaidble-5
developed by the Secretary of go to 2 0 percent- -to points point s
Agriculture in cooperation with other Ls to 20 percent--l to 1 points(s) points
federal agencies. They are in two parts. Less than 20 percent-. points Some required serv'ces ar available--4
(1) the land evaluation criterion, relative (4) Is the site subject to state or unit of to 1 point(s)
vaiue. for which SCS will provide the local government poJicies or programs to No required services are available-0
rating or score. and (2) the site protect ,armland or covered by private points
assessment criteria, for which each programs to protect farmland? (10) Does the site have substantial
federal agency must develop its own Site is protected-.20 points and well-maintained cn-fa,'m
ratings or scores. The criteria are as Site is not protected-O points investments such as barns, other sturage
follows: (5) How close is the site to an urban, building. fri•t trees and vines. field

(a) LandEvaluation Criterion- built-up area? terraces. drainase. irrigation.Relative Value. The land evaluation The site is 2 miles or more from an waterways, or other soil and water
criterion is based on information from urban built-up area-15 points conservation measures?
several sources including national The site is more than 1 mile but less High amount of on-farm invesnoent--0
cooperative soil surveys or other than 2 miles from an urban built-up points
acceptable soil surveys, SCS field office area--lO points Moderate amount of on-farmStechnical guides. soil potential ratings or The site is less than I mile from. but is investment-19 to 1 point(s)
soil productivity ratings, land capability not adjacent to an urban built-up No on-farm investment-) points
c€assifications, and important farmland area-- points (11) Would the project at this site. by
determinations. Based on this The site is adjacent to an urban built-up converting farmland :o nonaricultural
information, groups of soils within a area-" points use. reduce the demand for farm supportlocal government's jurisdiction will beusrdcthde ndfrarspot
oevaluated and assigned a score betwe (6) How close is the site to water services so as to jeopardize the0eaute00. representins ".he relatve value, lines, sewer lines and/or other local continued existence of these supportor aricultural production, of the facilities and services whose capacities servicei and this. the viabili tv of the[ farmland to be converted by the project and design would promote farms remainin i. the area?
compared to other farmland in the same nonagricult•ral use? Substantial reduction in demand for
local government Jurisdiction. This score None of the services exist nearer than J support services if the site is
will be the Relative Value Rating on miles from the site-S-1 points converted-lo points
Form AD 1006. Some of the servicei exist more than I Some reduction in demand for support

(b) Site Assessment Criteria. Federal but less than 3 miles from the site-lO services if the site is converted-.. to iagencies are to use the follo-,ing criteria points pointfs)to assess the suitabiityoof each All of the services exist within s mile of No significant reduction in demand for

proposed site or design alternative for the site- points. support services if the site ts
protection as farmland along with ,he (7) Is the farm unit(s) containing the converted-- points
score from the land evaluation criterion site (before the project) as large as the (12) Is the kind and irtesity o• thedescribed an I 8Ga..(s). Each criterion average-size farming unit in the county? proposed use of the site. sufi~cientlydecibe gien a score on a scale of 0 to (Average farm sizes in each county are incompatible with agriculture :ht, it is
the maximum points shown. Conditions available from the SCS field offices in likely to contribute to the eventual

I
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I conversion of surrounding farmland to Secretary. that desires to develop Office of the SeQretary. Department of
nonagrcultural use? programs or polices to liinut the Agriculture. Washington. D.C. 20250
Proposed project is incompatible with conversion of productive farmland to

existing agricultural use of nonagricultural uses." In I 2.62. of 7 CFR a gen ce reviemofl Wific lesOand
4su ounding farmland--0 points Part . Subtitle A. SC is delegated ' o

Proposed project is tolerable to existing leadership responsibility within USDA pVocSIiIt..
agrcutural use of surrounding for the activities treated'in this part (a) Section 1542(al of the Act. 7 U.S.C.
farmland-O to I point(*) (b) In providing assistance to states. 4203. states. -Each department. agency,

Proposed project is fully compatible local units of government. and nonprofit independent commissIon or other unit of

with existing agricultural use of organizations. USDA will make the Federal Government. with the
surrounding farmland-.o points available maps and other soils assistance of the Department of

(c) Corridor-t)ye Site Assessment information from the national Agriculture. shall review current

Crits,:'. The following "'iteria are to be cooperative soil survey through SCS provisions of law. administrative rules

used for projects that have a linear or field offices. and regulations. and poilcies and

corridor-type site configuration (c) Additional assistance, within procedures applicable to it to determine

connecting two distant points. and available resources. may be obtained whether any provision thereof will

crossing several different tracts of land. from local offices of other USDA prevent such unit of the Federal

These include utility lines. highways& agencies. The Agricultural Stabilization Government from taking appropriate

railroads, stream improvements, and and Conservation Service and the Forest action to comply fully with the

flood control systems. Federal agencies Service can provide aerial photographs. provisions of this subtitle."

are to assess the suitability of each crop history data. and related- (c) USDA will provide certain
corridor-type site or design alternative information. A reasonable fee may be assistance to other federal agencies for
for protection as farmland along with charged. In many states, the the purposes specified in section 1542 of

the land evaluation information Cooperative Extension Service can the Act. 7 U.S.C. 4203. If a federal
desc•ibed in I 6A.4(a). ALl criteria for provide help in understanding and agency identifies or suggests changes in
corridor-type sites will be scored as identifying farmland protection issues Laws. administrative rules and
shown in I 658.5(b) for other sites, and problems, resolving conflicts. regulations. policies, or procedures that
except as noted-below, developing alternatives, deciding on may affect the agency's compliance with

(1) Criteria 5 and 8 will not be appropriate actions, and implementing the Act. USDA can advise the agency of
considered. those decisions. the probable effects of the changes on

(2) Criterion 8 will be scored on a (d) Offidials of state agencies. local the protection of farmland. To request
scale ofO to 25 points, and criterion 11 units of government,-nonprofit this assistance, officials oi iederal
will be scored on a scale of 0 to 25 organizations. or regional, area. state- agencies should correspond with the
points,. level, or field offices of federal agencies Chief. Soil Conservation Service. P.O.

may obtain assistance by contacting the Box 89 Washington. D.C. M0013.
G SA3.4 TechW€m aswunc. office of the SCS state conservationist D

(a) Section 1543 of the Act. 7 U.S.C. A list of Soil Conservation Service state d June 25.164.
4204 states, "The Secretary is office locations appears in Appendix A. ea L. CrowsiL Jr.

encouraged to provide technical Section 661.6 of this Title. if further Awamat Secretory for Nawol fResources
assistance to any state or unit of local assistance is needed, requests should be andEaraUwnet
government. or any nonprofit made to the Assistant Secretary for MR 0L ."Am"M 7md,-3.t 1" .m

organization. as determined by the Natural Resources and Environment. SIA. Moes se3-au

I ~ m~lUI ml ~ •jilal'



STEPS IN THE PROCESSING THE FARMLAND AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATLNG FORM

*Step I - Fede.-a agencies involved in proposed projects that may convert farmland, as defined in the Farmland Protection

Policy Act (FPPA) to nonagTicultural uses, will itialy complete Parts I and III of the form.

Step 2 - Originator will send copies A, B and C, together with maps indicating locations of sitels). to the Soid Conservation
Service (SCS) local field office and retain copy D for their friles. (Note: SCS has a field office in most counties in the U.S. The
fie!d office is usually located in the county seat. A list of field office locations are available from the SCS State Conservatioiust
in each state).

tep 3 - SCS will, within 45 calendar days after receipt of form, make a determination as to whether the site(s) of the pro-
osed project contains prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland.

Step 4 - In cases where farmland covered by the FPPA will be converted by the proposed project. SCS field offices will com-
plete Parts II, IV and V of the form.

Step 5 - SCS will return copy A and B of the form to the Federal agency involved in the project. (Copy C will be retained for
SCS records).

EStep 6 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will complete Parts VI and VII of the form.

StepL 7 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will make a determination as to whether the proposed conver-

sion is consistent with the FPPA and the agency's intemnal polices.

I INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMII.AND CONVERSION LMPACT RATING FORiM

I Part I: In completing the "County And State" questions list all the local governments that are responsible
for local land use controls where site(s) are to be evaluated.

Part III: In completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly), include the following:

I I. Acres not being directly converted but that would no longer be capable of being farmed after the conver-
sion, because the conversion would restrict access to them.

I2. Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project justification
(e.g. highways, utilities) that will cause a direct conversion.

Part VI: Do not complete Part VI if a local site assessment is used.

IAssign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in §658.5(b) of CFR. In cases of
corridor-type projects such as transportation, powerline and flood control, criteria #5 and #6 will not apply

Iand will be weighted zero, however, criterion #8 will be weighted a maximum of 25 points, and criterion
1 a maximum of 25 points.

Individual Federal agencies at the national level, may assign relative weights among the 13 site assessment
criteria other than those shown in the FPPA rule. In all cases where other weights are assigned, relative adjust-
ments must be made to maintain the maximum total weight points at 160.

In rating alternative sites, Federal agencies shall consider each of the criteria and assign points within the
limits established in the FPPA rule. Sites most suitable for protection under these criteria will receive the
highest total scores, and sites least suitable, the lowest scores.

IPart VII: In computing the "Total Site Assessment Points", where a State or local site assessment is used
and the total maximum number of points is other than 160, adjust the site assessment points to a base of 160.

"" Example: if the Site Assessment maximum is 200 points: and alternative Site "A" is rated 180 points:
U Total points assigned Site A - 180 x 160 = 144 points for Site "A."

Maximum points possible 200
!I



t - U.S. Department of Agriulture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

AT I (To be completed by Federal Agency) Iate Of Lend iV4,v.U0 Renuen

-a Coutym And Stat

I T ecomipletud by SC$)::. ...... ....
-Sthe Sift .~ntain Pri'le -u Poeig em Size

niue aeieor focal importat.t faffnland? Vsg No ~Act@&- rpi
-# /~ ,PP4 does'n'or aoply -do nor-como left eddY rsbna Pe'ru of this for,~i. ........

........ ............... U cfO d .I.i~ 1 d.................W~iI~i . ...... ~ 4f P~A

. . ..... ... .... -........- : : :' ' * :* + : : t " : ; : : -: : : :: : ::: : :: : :: . -:.: 4- . : - . - ,B • ,,, : : :: • :: : .:: : .: : : : . : : . . . . .. . . .: - .. . . :. : :. +

.~ne ........ ..n .....t4O .yu~e *:::::::..*...:. Neal* Of ocI- :0.AuWmnt$aj Land E-alwapoin Aenaye Zt CSZ• +,,, o • ........ ....' :: ::: X: ..".-... ............. = ==== ============ I• , .. .........m o e <•.......,% ::. .

J ..... . le • - ,• + r I..-.... .. x~e~tv ~ .• tn4III (To be completed by Federal Agency) e"sh. A netwu.e Sat ' aun' s.._.

Total Acres To Be Converted Directly SieAieIs I S 1

Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly
"Total Acres In Site

iT IV 170SCS Lanid Evaua~bint tn n .t.......... ...b ~ ci~........ .. ..I....__
..... .... .. , .....S....... . .......:

Toa;a~Acres Slatewide And L-ocal lmpor~tant. Farmland:. ....... r.______
... Percsrtaoel)f Fmrland rInCounty r"o,•l Govt Unit To Be Convected _______________.__-_:__...__:..:____ :.

VArb cmlreo C i. d Evaltat" ....ron ... .. ....
-Rlare~l~u~fFaerrm!aod To BEkCaenvrtead (.Si~a~eor0oto 10 .oE~~ ................________

S V1 (To be completed by Federal Agency) Maximum.
J es•ment gittria lThes criteria ar ezxlainod in 7 CFR 658.5(bl Point

1. Area .:,. Nonurban Use
S Perimeter In Nonurban Use
] Percent Of Site Being Farmed _

4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government
D istance From Urban Builtup Area
Distance To Urban Support Services_

* Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average
C reation Of Nonfarmable Farmland ,,
Availability Of Farm Support Services
On-Farm Investments

. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Supoort Services
Comoatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

TAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS ISO

- VII (To be completed by Federal Ageyl_
ative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 00

tal Site Asse sment (From ParT V/ above or a local " "]a.se.nen) . .,,_160_ . ..
1 IAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 _

Was A Local Site Asssment Used?
leed: Date Of Selection Yes 0 No C3

IFor Selection:

I
I
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 220 COMBAT SUPPORT GROUP (SAC)

MARCH AIR FORCE BASE. CA 92518

RECEIVED

PRC. P & D
PRC Engineering
ATTN: Michael A. Benner
972 Town & Country Road
P. 0. Box 5367
Orange CA 92667

Dear Mr Benner

The information you requested in your 13 Nov 84 letter to the Van Nuys Air
National Guard follows:

1983

Jan 5,879
Feb 6,808
Mar 7,000
Apr 7,000
May 7,000
Jun 6,429
Jul 5,987
Aug 6,208
Sep 6,290
Oct 5,976
Nov 5,666
Dec 6,691

Total 76,934

These figures include all inbound, outbound, touch and go, and approaches
during calendar year 1983.

Sincerely

MARY I. SIM
Chief, Docum ntation Branch
Base Ackdinistration

I

I
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Section B

Comments Received from the General Public
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* .§CITY OF CAMAJRILLO

w ~0" CARMEN Z31VE
PO.OS4W

CAMAZILI.O. CA.1?7OmI. 00I0
(4mm) AM•-6081

OFPICS Ow TUB MAYOR

Augustl10, 1984

Mr. Eugene Grigsby
The Planning Group
1728 Silverlake Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90026

Dear Mr. Grigsby:

The following is a list of issues and concerns of the City of
Camarillo relating to the relocation of the 146th Tactical
Airlift Wing from Van Nuys with Point Mugu NAS as one of the
alternates. The City Council feels that a thorough examination
of these issues would assist the community and decisionmakers
in understanding the impacts associated with such a proposal.

1. Noise Impacts

a. What is present situation over Camarillo?

b. What would noise levels over Camarillo be under the
proposal?

c. What would noise levels over Camarillo be for alternate
assigned aircraft (i.e., C-141B or F-16)?

2. Operations

a. Any limit on flying hours as well as maintenance run
-ups? How much approach, touch and go training will
occur at Point Mugu versus present activity?

b. Would flight paths be over residences, schools or
large crowd areas?

c. What will be the normal flight patterns?

II



Mr. Eugene Grigsby
August 10, 1984
Page 2

d. What is the number and mix of flight operations now?
What will be the number and mix of flight operations
after transfer?

e. Will there be an increase in transient military air-
'craft due to unit's relocation and maintenance support
capability?

3. Will an EIS be required if unit converts to C-141B, F-16, or
other aircraft?

4. Any low level training, missed approach, or other local area
training requirements that would be over residential areas?

5. What is the possibility of an increase in numbers of aircraft
assigned to the 146 TAW?

6. Compatibility/conflict of airspace use.

Is there a need to update air traffic control in the area at
Camarillo Airport? at Oxnard Airport?

7. Are utilities adequate to serve expansion?

8. Will Mugu Lagoon be impacted?

9. What effect will the transfer have on air quality?

10. Any danger from hazardous cargo both in the air and ground
transportation?

11. Are roads adequate to handle expected traffic?
12. Will fire suppression missions be continued and Point Mugu

used as a base of operation?

13. What impacts are expected on housing?

14. What impacts are expected on schools, both enrollment and
noise -on school sites?

15. Will land be removed from agriculture and if so what is the
significance?

16. What are the on-base construction and facility requirements?

17. What are the benefits of the relocation?
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Mr. Eugene Grigsby
August 10, 1984
Page 3I

18. What are the cost comparisons of relocation to each of the
proposed sites?

19. Who will be the hearing body?

20. What agency will make the decision on relocation?

21. What is the schedule for EIR preparation, review, hearings,
and decision?

We appreciate your invitation to participate in this process and
desire to be kept informed of future hearings and reports.

Sincerely,

F. B. Esty
Mayor

FBE: s

II
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PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

13 August, 1984

146th Tactical Airlift wing Proposed Relocation to Pt. Mugu

WOULD YOU PLLASE PROVID ANSWERS TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS?

1) Who is the 'lead agency' responsible for preparation of this document?
Are they sufficiently detached from this proposal to provide objective
guidance to the EIS contractor?

2) Who -ill make the relocation decision? Are they sufficiently detached
from the proposal to make an objective decision?

3) why was PRC selected as the contractor to prepare the EIS, and
by whom were they selected?

4) Do they have a demonstrated expertise in socioeconomic, noise, air safety

and real estate valuation impact assessment? If so, what is it?

5) How will PRC assess noise impacts?

6) How will PRC assess air safety impacts? Will collision probability
functions be developed based on past versus projected air traffic?

7) How will PRC assess property value impacts?

8) The number of takeoffs/landings, or "points of origination" are
not particularly relevant to the residents of eastern Camarillo. The
precise number of flights, types of flights and times of flights over
eastern, Camarillo is critical! Since training flights and some other
flights (e.g., "touch and go") make repeated "passes" over eastern
Camarillo, the EIS should precisely quantify those numbers. Are those
numbers available now?

9) When the C-130s are replaced in the near future, what will replace
them and how loud are these planes?

10) How seriously are you considering the "no-action alternative"?
Will the economic benefits of its selection be clearly indicated
in the EIS?

11) Why is the 146th proposing to move? Maintenance problems at Van Nuys?
Security? Safety? Threat of deactivation when new, larger transports
replace the C-130s and Van Nuys facilities are inadequate to accomodate
them?

12) What are the other Air National Guard units in the LA area and where
are they located? What services are provided by the 146th that
are not, or cannot be provided by other Guard units? Will this be
discussed in the EIS?

Submi tted by/ 6+.c...

Eugene R. Mancini
Carillo, California

I



PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

13 August, 1984
3 ICamarillo, California

j -- On the PROPOSED RELOCATION OF THE 146th TACTICAL AIRLIFT WING FROM
VAN NUYS TO PT. MUGU. CAMARILLO, CALIFORNIA--

* Comments submitted by:
5 Eugene R. Mancini

Camarillo, California

The following couments on the proposed Pt. Mugu relocation alternative
are submitted pursuant to the requirements of both the NEPA and CEQA to
fully assess all impacts potentially affecting the quality of the human
environment. These comments will focus on impacts associated with the Pt.
Mugu glide path and all associated flight activity over the family/residential
areas of eastern Camarillo. Issues presented here reflect concern for
1- incremental increases in military air traffic over eastern Camarillo,
2- increased risk of collisions between military and private/comunercial
aircraft over eastern Camarillo, 3- noise impacts associated with increased
air traffic, and 4- the effects of these various impacts on residential
property values.

INCREMENTAL INCREASES IN MILITARY AIR TRAFFIC

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should identify the
incremental increase in the numbers and types of flights, types of
aircraft (e.g., jets, helicopter, cargo, etc.), and precise flight paths
associated with the Pt. Mugu relocation. A critical consideration for
these analyses is establishment of accurate and representative baseline
conditions for comparative purposes. The dramatically increased flight
frequen', since approximately May, 1984 makes use of 1984 summary data
inaccurate since it is not representative of true baseline conditions.
Documentation of genuinely representative flight frequency and type data
must be the first priority in impact assessment and should be subjected to
the most rigorous critical review before any other analyses are performed.

Additionally, the number of residents/households potentially affected
should be determined based upon the maximum number of residences allowed
under existing growth control ordinances in Camarillo. Baseline conditions
are not the number of residences in 1984, but, rather, the number of
residences projected for the yearts) of the relocation. Such
"affected population" data should be easily projected and documented
based upon construction applications, permits, and/or the Camarillo
General Plan.

S1would also propose that the flight path "corridor of impac;,' &4
defined as all properties within at least 1/4 mile of the center
of the flight path when approach elevations are projected to be 6000 ft
or less.

AIR SAk'ETY

As military air traffic has increased over the Mission Oaks area
during the past several months, so too has civilian/commercial air
traffic increased. The prevailing flight path of the private aircraft

I
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J is directly across the glide path for Pt. hugu air traffic. The extent
to which this condition constitutes a threat of mid-air collisions, and the
potential increase in risk associated with increased military air traffic
(including "training" flights) umust be assessed thoroughly, accurately and
quantitatively.

NOISE IMPACTS

Attached to these couments is a copy of a letter dated 2 July, 1984
which is addressed to Camarillo Mayor Esty. The letter documents noise
levels associated with military air traffic measured on my property in
Mission Oaks. For the purposes of this scoping meeting I will briefly
review the data which I submitted to the Mayor.

I, and my wife, recorded peak sound levels associated with Pt. Mugu
overflights over a 5-day period from 19-23 June, 1984. Measurements were
recorded with a claibrated noise dosimeter according to specifications in
Camarillo Ordinance Section 10.34.070.

Ambient noise levels in my back yard during the daytime ranged from
48-52 dBA which is consistent with Camarilio's Exterior Noise level
standard of 55 dBA for residential property. Average peak sound levels
for military aircraft were recorded as follows:

JETS 92.6 dBA
HELICOPTERS 90. Z dBA
TRANSPORTS 88.4 dBA (corrected from the July letter)

Subsequent to my letter to the Mayor I have analyzed the recorded data using
a one-way analysis of variance and found that there is no statistically
significant difference between these types of aircraft noise (P< 0.01).
Clearly, any suggestion that cargo planes are "relatively quiet" should
be viewed with a certain degree of skepticism, at least when applied to
realistic exposure conditions.

Noise impacts associated with the relocation proposal must be
clearly indicated and assessed. Additional data regarding noise level
effects (e.g., speech interference, etc.) are attached to the 2 July letter.

PROPERTY VALUE IMPACTS

In light of the concerns for noise and safety impacts associated with
the Pt. Mugu relocation proposal, it is both logical and pertinent to ask what
effect the relocation might have on affected property values. The city
of Camarillo requires the preparation and distribution of "Residential
Reports (Municipal Code Section 10.52) to prospective home buyers. A section
of that report ("noise") requires the disclosure of information regarding
sources of noise affecting the property (e.g., existing and potential
sources of noise as well as a "noise element classification").

Detailed, quantitative analyses of the potential effects of the
relocation on property values should be conducted. Once again, it should
be stressed that the "affected population" not only includes property/residences
in existence in 1984, but also includes all residences projected to be
built before and during the year(s) of relocation.

I
I



I In summary, NEPA and CEQA require a thorough, quantitative assess-
ment of impacts associated with the Pt. Mugu relocation proposal. In order

J for affected individuals to accept the impacts associated with such a plan,
I the EIS must clearly demonstrate that the relocation is necessary,

cost-effective, and that all attendant impacts on noise, safety, and
property values are less signiticant and extensive than impacts at other
alternative locations.

Respectfully submitted,

iA-

I -
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* 5439 Sumerfield St.

Camillo, California 93010

S14 August, 19B4

Ms. Sylvia M. Salenius •.-"1-84
PRC Engineering

S 972 Town G&onr Road ,

P.O. Box 5467
Orange, California 92667

Dear Ms. Salenius;

I appreciated the PRC/ANG presentation and the effort that was
required to conduct the 13 August Scoping Meeting in Camarillo regarding
the 146th TAC proposed Pt. Mugu relocation plan.

I submitted some detailed comments to you and other PRC repre-
sentatives regarding important issues to be considered in preparation
of the DEIS. On the second page of ay submittal I cited the statistically
insignificant difference between average peak sound levels of the
aircrart types I considered. The cited probability in my submittal:

j(P4 0.01)

is clearly incorrect. In my rush to type and copy the document I incorrectly
cited both the probability level and sign. The corrected citation is
attached and highlighted in green (P>0.05).

In order to allow the statistical analysis to be reproduced for
verification I am providing the raw sound level data (dBA) which were
used in the analysis:

CARGO/TRANSPORT JET HELICOPTER
82.8 108.4 117.5
93.8 83.3 78.3
83.8 117.9 82.5
93.1 76.0 75.8
93.1 80.4 82.3
83.5 93.9 94.5

82.4 85.5
93.7 105.9
102.4
94.395.6
93.4

I apologize for any inconvenience or misunderstanding which may have
resulted from my error. Please call if there are any questions regarding
these data (805-987-7652).

Sincerely,

Eugene R. Mancini

cc: M. Sargeant Riley Black, 146th TAC
City of Camarillo

i i --' ,,,~,mmmmm •immm m i ..



PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
13 August, 1984

* Camarillo, California

-- On the PROPOSED RELOCATION OF THE 146th TACTICAL AIRLIFT WING FROM
VAN NUYS TO PT. MUGU, CAMARILLO, CALIFORNIA--

Couments submitted by:
Eugene R. Mancini
C~marillo, California

The following comments on the proposed Pt. Mugu relocation alternative
are submitted pursuant to the requirements of both the NEPA and CEQA to
fully assess all impacts potentially affecting the quality of the human
environment. These comments will focus on impacts associated with the Pt.
Mugu glide path and all associated flight activity over the family/residential
areas of eastern Camarillo. Issues presented here reflect concern for
1- incremental increasf's in military air traffic over eastern Camarillo,
2- increased risk of collisions between military and private/commercial
aircraft over eastern Camarillo, 3- noise impacts associated with increased
air traffic, and 4- the effects of these various impacts on residential
property values.

INCREMENTAL INCREASES IN MILITARY AIR TRAFFIC

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should identify the
incremental increase in the numbers and types of flights, types of
aircraft (e.g., jets, helicopter, caigo, etc.), and precise flight paths
associated with the Pt. Mugu relocation. A critical consideration for
these analyses is establishment of accurate and representative baseline
conditions for comparative purposes. The dramatically increased flight
frequency since approximately May, 1984 makes use of 1984 summary data
inaccurate since it is not representative of true baseline conditions.
Documentation of genuinely representative flight frequency and type data
must be the first priority in impact assessment and should be subjected to
the most rigorous critical review before any other analyses are performed.

Additionally, the number of residents/households potentially affected
should be determined based upon the maximum number of residences allowed
under existing growth control ordinances in Camarillo. Baseline conditions
are not the number of residences in 1984, but, rather, the number of
residences projected for the year~s) of the relocation. Such
"affected population" data should be easily projected and documented
based upon construction applications, permits, and/or the Camarillo
General Plan.

I would also propose that the flight path "corridor of impact" be
defined as all properties within at least 1/4 mile of the center
of the flight path when approach elevations are projected to be 6000 ft
or less.

AIR SAFETY

As military air traffic has increased over the Mission Oaks area
during the past several months, so too has civilian/conmercial air
traffic increased. The prevailing flight path of the private aircraft
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is directly across the glide path for Pt. Mugu air traffic. The extent
to which this condition constitutes a threat of mid-air collisions, and the
potential increase in risk associated with increased military air traffic
(including "training" flights) must be assessed thoroughly, accurately and
quantitatively.

NOISE IMPACTS

Attached to these conments is a copy of a letter dated 2 July, 1984
which is addressed to Camarillo Mayor Esty. The letter documents noise
levels associated with military air traffic measured on my property in
Mission Oaks. For the purposes of this scoping meeting I will briefly
review the data which I submitted to the Mayor.

I, and my wife, recorded peak sound levels associated with Pt. Mugu
overflights over a 5-day period from 19-23 June, 1984. Measurements were
recorded with a claibrated noise dosimeter according to specifications in
Camarillo Ordinance Section 10.34.070.

Ambient noise levels in my back yard during the daytime ranged from
48-52 dBA which is consistent with Carilio's Exterior Noise level
standard of 55 dBA for residential property. Average peak sound levels
for military aircraft were recorded as follows:

JETS 92.6 dBA
HELICOPTERS 90.3 dBA
TRANSPORTS 88.4 dBA (corrected from the July letter)

Subsequent to my letter to the Mayor I have analyzed the recorded data using
a one-way analysis of variance and found that there is no statistically xo,
significant difference between these types of aircraft noise (P> 0.05).- jai
Clearly, any suggestion that cargo planes are "relatively quiet" should 1&A
be viewed with a certain degree of skepticism, at least when applied to
realistic exposure conditions.

Noise impacts associated with the relocation proposal must be
clearly indicated and assessed. Additional data regarding noise level
effects (e.g., speech interference, etc.) are attached to the 2 July letter.

PROPERTY VALUE IMPACTS

In light of the concerns for noise and safety impacts associated with
the Pt. Mugu relocation proposal, it is both logical and pertinent to ask what
effect the relocation migt have on affected property values. The city
of Camarillo requires the preparation and distribution of "Residential
Reports (Municipal Code Section 10.52) to prospective home buyers. A section
of that report ("noise") requires the disclosure of information regarding
sources of noise affecting the property (e.g., existing and potential
sources of noise as well as a "noise element classification").

Detailed, quantitative analyses of the potential effects of the
relocation on property values should be conducted. Once again, it should
be stressed that the "affected population" not only includes property/residences
in existence in 1984, but also includes all residences projected to be
built before and during the year(s) of relocation.
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SIn sumuary, NEPA and CEQA require a thorough, quantitative assess-
ment of impacts associated with the Pt. Miugu relocation proposal. In order
for affected individuals to accept the impacts associated with such a plan,
the EIS must clearly demonstrate that the relocation is necessary,
cost-effective, and that all attendant impacts on noise, safety, and
property values are less signizicant and extensive than impacts at other
alternative locations.

Respectfully submitted,

7'V4

tI

i l l l I lI l II18



2 July, 1984

Mayor F. B. Esty
* City of Camarillo

601 Carmen Drive
P.O. Box 248
Camarillo, California 93010

Dear Mr. Mayor;
I appreciate your timely and thorough response to my letter regarding

the noise associated with Pt. Mugu air traffic. I understand that Pt. Mugu

operations are in no way regulated by Camarillo ordinances. Nevertheless,
I would assume that Pt. Mugu comand would be willing to minimize the
noise impacts associated with their activities in the interest of fostering
good community relations.

The I July Camarillo Daily News article regarding the potential
relocation of an Air National Guard unit to Pt. Mugu makes the content
of this letter particularly relevant. I indicated in my earlier letter
that I intended to measure sound levels associated with air traffic
in my back yard according to sampling specifications presented in Camarillo
ordinance Section 10.34.070. I, and my wife, recorded peak sound level
measurements for approximately 30 Pt. Mugu military overflights over a
5-day period from 19-23 June,1984. All data were recorded in dBA with a
METROSONICS db 307 noise dosimeter (Class Type 2A) calibrated according
to the manufacturer's specifications.

For purposes of these measurements it was assumed that all military
aircraft on a Pt. Mugu glide path were, in fact, aircraft associated with
that base. All private and commercial fixed wing/helicopter overflights
were not recorded. For discussion purposes the various aircraft have been
conveniently grouped as jets, transports (cargo planes), or helicopters.
A data summary is presented below in tabular form.

Aircraft type Sample Peak Sound Levels (d&A)
Size Range Mean

JETS 12 76.0-117.9 92.6

HELICOPTERS 8 75.8-117.5 90.3

TRANSPORTS 7 82.8-93.8 86.5
(cargo)

The considerable variation in the rang* of jet and helicopter peak sound
levels reflects the greater flight path variability which we noted during
our measurements. What is important to note, however, is the similarity
between average peak sound levels, ranging from 86.5 to 92.6 for the three
types of aircraft.

|
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In order to put these sound levels in perspective I have attached two

Tables and two Figures demonstrating sound level effects with the range
and average peak sound levels from our measurements indicated in color.

While this data base is not extensive or overly sophisticated, it is
sufficient to indicate the significant increase in noise associated with
Pt. Muqu traffic when compared to average daytime ambient levels of 46-52
dBA; 55 dSA is specified as an Exterior Noise Level standard for residential
property in Camarillo.

The permanent relocation of an Air National Guard unit to Pt. Mugu
would be expected to increase air traffic and concomitant noise levels.
The noise impacts which Mission Oaks residents have experienced in the last
few months may be good indicators of impacts which we will experience in
the future if the Air National Gurad unit is relocated to Pt. Mugu.
I would be happy to assist you, the City Council, and any other responsible
organization in assessing the impacts associated with increased air traffic.

Before Camarillo residents accept the impacts associated with this
relocation proposal, it should be clearly demonstrated to our satisfaction
that there is no legitimate, reasonable alternative and that noise impacts
in Camarillo will be less extensive and less significant than noise impacts
at other alternative sites.

I look forward to working with you and other city authorities on this
important issue. Please feel free to circulate this letter and attachments
as appropriate.

SMmere ly,,

E R. Mancini
5439 Summerfield St.
Camarillo, CaliforniA 93010
(805) 987-7652
(213) 486-7290

cc: Lt. Cmdr. Don Lewis, PMTC

I

I

S I
I
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IMPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION/ COUNTY OF SAN BERNAR.NC

1EAR N PU.ENVIRONMENTAL

FLOOD CONTROLIAIRPORTS EUNLICWONK AGENCT

825 East Thi4 aW'ilBernardino, CA 92415-0835 (714) 383 2679

August 15, 1984

File: 109.43

M/Sgt. Riley Black
Public Affairs Office
146th Tactical Airlift Wing
8030 Balboa Boulevard
Van Nuys, CA 91409

Re: 146th Tactical. Airlift Wing
Relocation - EIR/EIS

Dear Sgt. Black:

This letter is a follow-up to our comments made at the August 14, 1984
public scoping meeting held at the San Gorgonio High School in San
Bernardino, California.

We appreciated the opportunity to provide input for use in the environ-
mental assessment associated with the proposed relocation of your Air
National Guard facility.

As mentioned at the meeting, the County Department of Transportation/Flood
Control/Airports feels that adequate consideration should be provided for
both potential flood hazards and traffic circulation/access items. In
your evaluation of the Norton Air Force Base site, it should be noted that
provisions for expansion of the traffic signals at the Third Street-Victoria
Avenue-intersection were incorporated into the design for a future southerly
extension to provide access to the Base. If access is proposed at this
location, it will be necessary to provide a structure to extend Victoria
Avenue across City Creek (which parallels the north boundary of the site).
Since this channel is subject to being overtaxed, it will be necessary to
adequately size the structure so as to preclude damage to both the street
section and to the Base itself. To this end, the Department will be glad

j to furnish pertinent information and to assist in any way we can.

In conclusion, the purpose of this letter is to provide information which
you may not be currently aware of, and is not intended to cover all aspects
relating to flood hazards and circulation; however, we will be happy to
review the traffic/circulation and draft environmental reports when available.

!

!
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I
M/Sgt. Riley Black

* August 15, 1984
Page Two

SI

Please feel free to refer any questions and/or transmittals directly
to Michael G. Walker, Director, attention of the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

.KRUSE, Chief
Planning Division

JWK:LCG:gs

cc: C. L. Laird
Ms. Sylvia M. Salenius/

(PRC Engineering)

(

'..
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S24o ralud Terrace
Camarillo, Calif. 93010
August 15, 1984

PRC Engineering$,
972 Tovn and Country Road
Orange, Calif. 92667

Ref: Safety & airspace considerations

Dear Ms. Salenius:

I attended the "Scoping" meeting at the Camarillo air-
port last Monday night, and would like to add one additional
negative factor regarding the possible relocation of the Air
National Guard at Point MUgu. To my knowledge, no one
mentioned a study of weather conditions, as it affects fly-
ing, at the three locations under consideration. The years
I have spent as an airline meteorologist focus my attention
on this factor.

I feel a comparative study of the days per year and
hours per day of ceilings and visibilities belo', VFR minimums
(or some other designated minimums) should be included in
your E.I.Io. study. VFR minimums used to be 1000 feet and
3 miles visibility, and probably haven't changed much in re-
cent years. Most private pilots flying out of Camarillo
airport are supposed to follow VFR minimums.

I live about 1000 yards from the Camarillo High School,
and am directly under the final approach pattern for the Point
Mugu air strip. This noise has to be experienced to really
be a~preciated; I realize the noise factor is already in-
cluded in your study.

Military flights on final approach are frequently above
the cloud base (and invisible) as they pass over my house..
Of course, this is no problem for them with the instrument
landing systems in use. However, at some point on their final
approach, they will break out into the clear and, at this
point, will first become visible to private aircraft from the
Camarillo airport.

These private aircraft, often flying at right angles to
the Point Mugu final approach, create a hazard, particularly
on days and nights with reduced ceilings and visibilities..
Additional flights of the Air National Guard could only in-
crease this hazard.

There is another item pertaining to weather ,which really
doesn't qualify as a factor in your E.I.R. study; however,
I feel I should mention it.

!
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From the standpoint of the number of days of good flying
I weather, Point Mugu can't compare with your other two

alternative locations. Not knoving the intent of the Air
National Guard's training exercises, I can only guess that
the more training time available, the better.

F
Very truly yours,

I

I

I
I

I
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August 16, 1984
21405 Chatsworth St.H IChatsworth, Ca. 91311

lE RESEDA WOMEN' S CLUB
7901 Lindley Avenue
Reseda, California

Dear Iadies and Guests:

This meeting is the first of many regarding the reloca-
tion of the California Air National Guard from it's present
location at the Van Nuys Airport.

My first reaction upon hearing of this proposal was that
this was but another protest by some select group to speak in
my behalf, just like the group who failed the people of the SanFernando Valley by rejecting vast material gain offered by the1994 Olympic's Committee. But that is not the case at all.

In our twenty three years of life here in the Valley,
my family and I merely accepted and took for granted the pre-
sence of the Air National Guard. We attended their air shows
and marveled at the hugh ugly brown C-130 transports.

Protests by homeowners and anyone else for that matter
are far down on the list of priorities. The basic fact of
life is that progress has stepped into the arena. If there
was even a remote possibility of retaining the Air Guard at
it's present facility I would be the first one to shout outthat: The G---..- has servee not only the people of the San Fer-
nando Valley, but the entire State of California since ^4•3.

It's aircraft have fire fighting capabilities and can also
serve as hospital ships.

I It's personnel serve us in the community by their assist-
Sance in a local school for crippled children and transporting

material for forest regrowth operations.

I |And for local businesses this may come as news. The annual
military payroll is 6.4 million dollars and the civilian payroll
totals . million dollars:

Add that to the air shows, tours and band parade color
guards, they surely will be missed.

1 The real fight is yet to come. I propose that the land
and facilities not be abandoned to our politicians whose eye-
sight is not 20-20 but $-s and leave the location intact, re-
taining a standby base for emergency use.

Arthur J 3 rez 818) 998-1894I



5934 Fremont Circle 
tCIE

Camarillo. California 93010

August 28, 1984 SE

SPRC. P &D

Ms. Sylvia M. Salenius
PlC Engineering
972 Town & Country Road
P.O. Box 5467
Orange, California 92667

Dear Ms. Salenius:

The pruposvd relucetios of the 146th Tactical Airlift Wing to Point Hu~i. is
total unacceptable to those of us residing in eastern Camarillo. The current
air traffic using the base is already high and generates numerous complaints.
Any increase to the current traffic would be inappropriate and would have a
serious impact i this expanding residential area.

As residents of Mission Oaks, we object to the flight pattern used by planes
approaching Point Mugu. The planes fly extremely low over our homes, schools
and community. We were told by the flight officer at Point Mugu that the
planes needed to fly at less than 3000 feet because LAX controls the air space
above this. It is apparent that the controls at Mugu are not very stringent
however as the planes often fly over at altitudes considerably below this.

We are also very concerned about the conflict that is being set up between the
Mugu base approach and the uncontrolled approaches to Camarillo and Oxnard
airports. We believe that any study should include consideration of the
flight paths originating at these airports. More importantly, we feel that
consideration has to be given to the high level of recreational flying that
crosses over our community. This traffic is especially heavy in the evenings
and on weekends.

Camarillo is a growing community. and Ventura county is expected to grow
considerably in the coming decade. There are four new housing projects being
developed by different developers on the east side of Camarillo, and the level
of frustration and complaints will be very great and continue to grow should
the 146th be moved to Mugu.

On Wednesday the 22nd the 146th performed their training runs into Mugu. The
result was very disturbing. Planes passed overhead at about 2500 feet every 5
minutes for an hour and a half. This. and the Wing hasn't even been relocated.

The alternative sites that are under consideration such as Palmdale don't
present these same limitations. We would hope that the findings of your
report will point out that the alternative site at Palmdale is subject to far
fewer limitations than Mugu and should be recommended as the 146th's new home.

Sincere

Mark and Nary Rose

cc: Mayor Esty



R. Chalrer, GraLam, F PS.A.
3 37216 ViNlage 37

Camarillo, California 93010!
August 29, 1984

Xsst. Public Affairs Officer
146th Tactical Airlift Wing
Air National Guard
8030 Balboa Blvd.
Los Angeles, Ca. 91404

Dear Sergeant Black:

I am voicing another protest against the relocation of the

146 Tactical Airlift Wing to Point Mugu. I was unable to

attend the Avgust 13th meeting in Camarillo. My protest is

the same as -Lhose brought up at that meeting, that were

reported in the newspaper -;:tical the following morning.

I hope these protests will be given a great deal of thought

and consideration.

Sincerely

Mrs R. C. Graham

I
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AIR NATIONAL GUARD Public Hearing - Special Report

On Aug. IS, the 146th Tactical Airlift Ming of the Air National Guard (Van NUvys) held an Informational meeting and
public hearing in Antelope Valley (AV] regarding a possible site adjacent to USAF Plant 42 (Palimdale Airport aria).
The other 2 sites being considered are at Point Nu"u and Norton All. The meting began late de to a mix-up of the
place (no fault of the 146th] and endet up in Palmdale.

The 146th had a good presentation. They and their civilian research representative (Sylvia Salenius of PIC Engin-
tering. Orange Div.) were the most informed people I've encofutered so far re AV statistics! Very refreshing.
Col. Jeffries chaired the meeting; Capt. Crunrine was the mun 146th speaker; Ms Little spoke for the Lancaster
Council; Ms Foote asked several questions on behalf of Mike Antonovich's office, and Maj. Crosby spoke on behalf
of USAF Plant 42. (We were rather surprised that the Palmdale City rep. left during recess, before the public
hearing portion of the meeting began.] 3 local residents (including the LCI1O/NCACA rep.) also aired concerns.
"Reps. were also present from Edwards AFS, the AV Press and the USAF Western Regional Civil Engineer's office from
Son Francisco.

Informational portion

Reasons for moving: The Van Nuys (VN] base is an 63 acres b they really need 200+ (partly to park their 16 C-130's
when they're all on base). V0 is the 4th busiest general-use airport in the US. Security is

not good, as VN has crowded right in on them. A flood control channel bisects their ram. etc.

Operations: They would conduct approx. 3S flights a day (limited to between 8 a 6 4 pm), practicing traffic pat-

terns; "touch & go's'; instrument training. etc. (They already do a lot of flights out of Pladle now.)
The 146th Is capable of rapid deployment to anywhere in the world, for: troops I materials transport; disaster
relief (food. medicines, etc. - i.e. made 600 flights to drop feed to stranded cattle in New Mexico one winter);
search 6 rescuej civil protection (evacuations, etc.); fire fighting (a C-130 can drop 30,000 lbs of fire retardant

in six seconds!). etc.

Facilities: There would be approx. 330,000 sq.ft. of construction, including the usual bldgs. connected with air-
craft operations (i.e. training 6 ops. bldgs.. shops, engine test stand, jet fuel storage, sewage

treatment plant. etc.).

Site: The Possible Palmdale site would be "the NW side of the field" (about 1/0 mile S. of Ave. M 6 %-3/4 mile E.
of Sierra Noy). They want to remain within 50 miles .d downtown L.A. (S4% of their regular I support per-

sonnel currently live in San Fernando Valley), and they Prefer to be on or adjacent to an existing Afl. (Later AV
Press article hinted at Point Mugu preference, but commuting to AV (from San Fernando Vly) would be more direct.)

EIR points: The Enviromuental Impact Report Is being done according to the Nat'l Environmental Policy Act (and the
corresponding State Act). Issues covered are: Noise, Biological Resources, Agriculture. Geology.

Hydrology. Iraffic/Circulation, Air Quality, Safety. Utilities. Hazardous Materials. Cultural Resources, Aesthetics
(plus Archaeology and Social & Economic Effects]. All 3 possible sites are subject to earthquake problems. Palm-
dale site is subject to same sheet flooding but Is not In a 100-year flood plain. Auto traffic would Increase esp.
on Ave. N [as they've been doing flights over AV for some time, there wouldn't be much Increase in air traffic).
Safety - in over 130,000 'operations" during 30. yeari. there's only been one major accident! The impact of hookups
to local utilities would be minimal. Toxic waste - they produce about 24.000 gals. contaminated liquid annually.
which Is removed by a hauler to a legal site. I about 4 drms of solid material Is taken to Pt. Mugu for disposal.

CIO Time Schedule: the draft EIR should be ready by late Nov/84; public hearings In Jan/IS. I probably
file EIR In Mar/65. If a 'no significant Impact* is *found" (after Draft Is released)

It could be filed earlier. Final decision Is made by *The Oepartment in Washington'.

Personnel: The 146th, basically a reserve unit, Is the largest TAN on any one base with 3l0 ful-time Personnel I

up to 1400 on Ktione" weekends (one wknd a month). Though most of the 14ath's personnel live down
below" now. some would relocate to AV (I few already live up here 6 cmmtel. No would live on base. The 146th

susppots" similar grous tn Alaska I "yoming. to baKku 3500 persommel.

Awards: Soth in 196? 1 1961 the 146th received the IUSAF Outstanding Unit Award (one of the few greus to
recolve It more than once!).

Gen' Info.: About 901 of all defense flights are flown by resrves.

Civic Activities: Civic orVps are welcom to use TAM facilities. The 146th sponsors Say Scout groups. etc.. pr-
vides Color Woard for various events; Provides facilities 6 background P01soamel. etc. for movites

(i.e. Enteboe. FIrefw. Call to Glory. etc.) They also assisted it planting over 40.000 seedling trees in the SOn
Bernardino Nat'l Forest. They held an Aviation Fair & Air Sho every 3 years; 100.000 attended the 1961 event.
Proceeds from these Shows ar demoted to local Charitable organlzattons!
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AIR NATIOINAL GUARD Hearing Report continuwed

Public Hearing portion

Residents: 2 local residents voiced concerns over exsisting nOise 11 potential accident problems with low overflights
6 occasional straying from regular flight patterns. one said. even dble-insulated windows didn't help.

Lancaster: Mayor Little said the Council would welcome this type of operation in AV. but that they were concerned
with 'degradation' of air quality. The smg In our High Desert basin Is aggravated by the sa *Inver-

sion* characteristics LA has. other concerns were noise 6 auto traffic patterns 9 emissions. The personnel would
be welcome however. The Council will "watch' thve final EIl statements.

County: Ms Foote asked several questions, establishing that: the 146th has bee" working with Palmdiale S Is working
in accordance wihe their General Plan land-use requirements. As no full-time personnel would live on base.

then approx. 300 cars would be added daily to traffic on Ave. H4; 146th reps, said they were aware of the 'bumqper-to.
bumer" traffic twice daily there now. 1ihis problem Is being worked on i% mtgs between tanc/PlmdletUSAF-feeislS LA
County.) As a personal commnt. Pis Foote said she would feel safer io a big earthquake with the 146th here, as
there's no entity In AV now capable of the rescue ops. the 146th has.

Palmdale: Rep. absent.

Plant 42: Maj. Crosby said the USAF is very proud of the 146th & that the AV 9 Plant 42 have felt benefits from the
operations they are already conducting. He said they have good agreements; are good neighbors I, friends

and obey noise limitations, flight patterns. etc.

Sft:When Plant 42 came In. In the '40's. they purchased land and/or lavigation rights' to land (no high
structures, or crowded housing adjacent) of f the ends of the runways. Most ftousing nearby ca In

in the '70's. Plant 42 has always cooperated with Lancaster & Palmdale.

lioise: Unfortunately, noise can be magnified by a low cloud cover (I hIg1h humidity). The frequency of
flights would not be Increased such 6 the C-130 Hercules is a 'quiet' craft. There are no flights

between 10 pm S 6 no. (The noisiest, the SR7l, usually just flies once a week.) (Tower is not manned on weekends.)

East Wind: When reversing usual E-W flight pattern. Plant 42 always checks with civic authorities & diverts
if special exams, for example. are being taken In the schools.

Air lOualityi Plant 42 is also very concerned about air quality. Ihe C-l30 has low emissions; the bigger
impact would be from increased auto traffic.

Auto Traffic! The Nat'l Defense Highojy Act causes funds to be used on Interstate I other essential high-
ways. It was largely responsible for the AV Freeway being comileted at all. Maj. Crosby

hopes they can obtain funds through the Act again to help costs of Improving Ave. M. (Hopefully to 4 lanes from
Sierra Hwy [or Freeway ?I to 50th St. E.

LCIHO/NCACA: Rep. Nauman had some questions 6 comeents. ft future flight conflicts with proposed Palmdale Inter-
national Airport - *Too nebulous to say; may never be built'. East wind blows more often than is some-

times recognized. Residents are very concerned ever environmental Issues. Speaking personally, she said previous
contacts with the USAF had all been very pleasant 8 they'd been very cooperative in helping stop the coal-turning.
electric plant (proposed a few years ago for NW AV), 6 the more recent suggested Prison site. She thougAt the 146th
personnel would be welcomed here by local residents, but that accomanying iompacts (I.*. increased traffic. etc.)
might pose a problem.

Conclusion: The meeting was well-worth attending; too bad so few there. Howver. those who were there learned a
great dea and made some new friends, which Is always nice.
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MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
SUPERVISOR FIFTH DISTRICT

August 30, 1984

MSGT Riley Black
146th Tactical Airlift Wing
Air National Guard, Van Nuys
8030 Balboa Boulevard
Van Nuys, California 91409

Dear MSGT Black:

It is my understanding that the Air National Guard 146th Tactical
Airlift Wing will be moving their operation from the Van Nuys
Airport to another site in the near future.

I have been informed that there are three sites which the Air
National Guard is considering, Point Mugu, Norton Air Force
Base, and Air Force Plant 42.

I am requesting that Air Force Plant 42 be given every consid-
eration for your operations relocation, as I feel the Air National
Guard could be an asset to the citizens of the Antelope Valley.

As you are aware, the proposed Palmdale International Airport
could very soon become a reality; I hope you have taken into
consideration the compatibility of both operations with reference
to air space use.

If you should have any comments or questions regarding this
letter, please contact my deputy in the Antelope Valley, Sherry
Foote, at (805) 945-6491.

ri 
r~ely,

ICHl• . Y TI OV$ICH
VSupervisor, Fifth District

MDA:mh
RECEIVED

SEP 13 04
PRC- P & D
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Wm. J. "Pete" Knight
ODUMA MSGT Riley Black

j Ea FULA" 146th Tactical Airlift Wing
Air National Guard, Van Nuys
8030 Balboa Blvd.
Van Nuys, Calif. 91409'

Dear MSGT Black:

It has come to my attention that the Air National
Guard 146th Airlift Wing in Van Nuys will soon
be moving its operation.

Included among future site possibilities, I understand,
is Air Force Plant 42 in Palmdale.

I feel it would be mutually beneficial if Plant 42
were chosen as the future home of the 146th Airlift
Wing. Palmdale and the entire Antelope Valley provide
a great place to live and work, and the Air National
Guard could certainly be a benefit to the people of
this area.

If you would like to discuss this subject or if you
have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact
me or the staff at City Hall, (805) 273-3162.

Sanis C.Bales, MayorI City of Palmdale

I
I
I
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September 12, 1984 PRC - P & D

Lt. Col. Walter Clabuesch
146th Tactical Airlift Wing
Air National Guard
8030 Balboa Blvd.
Van Nuys, CA 9l40q

Dear Colonel Clabuesch:

Thank you for providing our Board of Directors with the needed
information and background that enabled us to take positive action
favoring the proposed relocation of the 146th Tactical Airlift
Wing to Pt. Mugu Naval Air Station.

j \ ." As you and Captain Crumrine may recall, the vote of the Board of
-_.. • .: Directors of the Oxnard Area Chamber of Commerce favoring this

action was unanimous. We look forward to assisting you and your
w..n staff in any way we can throughout the Public Hearings on the

EIR and EIS, and finally in facilitating your relocation to
-.~ NAS Pt. Mugu. We believe strongly that you and your unit will

"have a very beneficial effect upon the economy of this area with-
out undo impacts upon the housing and other resources of Ventura
"County.

Enclosed is a copy of a News Release that has been distributed to
all media in this area. Please feel free to use it to your best
advantage.

If we can be of any further assistance, do not hesitate to call
on us.

Sincerely

Michael A. Plisky1
President

TAS/bkf

Enclosure

cc: MSGT Riley Black
Ms. Sylvia M. Salenius
Mr. Jack Stewart

C

SI CHAMBER OF COMMERCE I' P.O. BOX 567 / OXNARD. CALIFORNIA 53032 1305o) 457-6305



Chamber of Commerce

228 S. "A" St. Oxnard, Calif. For more information phone: (805) 487-6305

September 11, 1984

CHAMBER ENDORSES AIR GUARD MOVE TO PT. MUGU

Citing the positive impact on the local economy and the need to maintain

the Air National Guard in a "ready" position, the Oxnard Area Chamber of

Comnmerce by action of its Board of Directors last Monday (September 10)

has come out in support of the relocation of the 146th Tactical Airlift

Wing, Air National Guard from Van Nuys Airport to Pt. Mugu Naval Air

Station near Oxnard.

The action was taken following a presentation by Lt. Col. Walter Clabuesch

and Capt. Boyd Crumrine of the Air National Guard unit.

During the presentation and questioning that followed it was brought out

that of the 340 full-time personnel and 1100 part-time, primarily weekend

personnel, over 85 percent currently reside within a fifty mile radius of

Pt. Mugu. Therefore, a move to Pt. Mugu would nuL have a strongly adverse

effect on local housing but would prevent undo hardship on the personnel

thaL would be required by either personnel relocation or long commuting

distances should an alternate location be selected. In fact, both Clabuesch

and Crumrine are residents of Ventura County.

The pending expiration of the current Air National Guard lease at Van Nuys

in 1985, coupled with high volume of light general aviation traffic and

the inability of physically separating the Air National Guard operations



I NEWS RELEASE
September 11, 1984

from the rest of that airport has resulted in the 146th Tactical Airlift Wing,

which currently flys C-130 turbo-prop transport aircraft, seriously con-

sidering a relocation to either Pt. Mugu, Air Force Plant #42 in Palmdale

or Norton Air Force Base in San Bernadino.

Both a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as required by the California

Environmental Quality Act (CSQA) and an Environmental Impact Statement

required by the National Environmental Policy Act, are currently being

prepared and pubTic hearings will be conducted prior to any final decision

being made, Col. Clabuesch said.

- 30 -
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Homeowners SEP 1794

l of Encino I I P &

"Serving the homeowners of Encino" GERALD A. SILVER
President
P.O. Box 453

).Fred Clabuesch, Lt. Colonel, CA Ang Encino. CA 91426
Air, National Guard Phone (213) 990-2757
Heiiquarters 146th Tactical Airlift Wing
Van.Nuys, Ca. 91409

RE: RELOCATION OF ANG and
4Dear Col. Clabuesch: SCOPING MEETINGS

Our organization would like to take an active role in
pa.tircipating in Scoping meetings regarding the ANG. Our
position is that we would like to see the guard relocate
from its present Van Nuys airport location. Your present
fleet of aircraft generates noise and we believe safety
problems.

We would not, however want to see the LADOA replace your
operation with other fixed base operators who would also
generate noise. Our recommendation is that the space be
converted to a golf course, tennis courts, or a public
park. Since the Van Nuys Airport will be out of compliance
with the 1q85 - 65 CNEL contour, the removal of the guard,
and the substitution of non-aircraft related usage of the
facilities, such as a park, etc. would be in the public's
best interest.

iWe are also dismayed to discover that you held a Scoping meeting
on Aug. 16, 1984, where we and other homeowners organizations
were not invited, not given adequate notice. Be advised thatI FAA Order 1050.-C concerning Environment Impacts states that
"Citizen involvement,where appropriate, should be initiated
at the earliest practical time and continue throughout the
devý]opment of the proposed project in order to obtain mean-
ingful input." In our opinion, your Scoping meeting was inade-

quately noticed.

We must therefore ask that another Scoping meeting be held on
this matter and that adequate notice be given to homeowners
groups. The absence of persons at your last meeting effectively
invalidates the previous Scoping qession. You may wish to con-
tact Jim Norville, airport manager, for a list of concerned
community organizations.

Co Adially yours,

Gerald A. Silver

CC: LADOA



DESCRIPTION OF THE SCOPING PROCESS

F&A Order 1O05.LC "Policies and Procedures for Considerin* Environmental
pts" states that Izzizen involvement, wnee appropriate, should be intiated

at th-eiarliest practical time and continued throughout the development of the
proposed project in order to obtain meaningful inpuWt It also provides that OA
summary of citizen Involvement and the environmental issues raised shall be
documented where practicable in the ELS." In compliance with these requirements,
the !.!!eow-S. informa.on is providedt

K. , . OF E
S0 Box465,3 P .M•.. _

Enc~no. CA 91426 3 u

W. FRED CLABUESCH, LT. COL. CA ANG
Air National Guard
Headq. 146th Tactical Airlift

Van Nuys, Ca. 91409

II _l • ,m
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PO Box *3il8'tB an Airport Noise ' " C&.

Dear Mr.Black:

As an organization concerned with the reduction and control of airport
related noise we were disturbed when an article that appeared in the
valley section of the LA Times dated August 19th stated that the Air
National Guard based at Van Nuys Airport was seeking public input regarding
the proposed move from that aiport to alternate sites. One of these sites
Point Mugu Naval Base near Camarillo brought protests from the ciy of
Camarillo at a hearing held at that city. The article also stated that a

L* hearing would be held in the Van Nuys Airport area. However the proposed
meeting had already held in Reseda on August 16th. This Meeting was attende

* according to a reliable source, by only two private citizens( part of a gro
from Camarillo) and a member of the press.
This Meeting was considered important enough to fly in Military
personnel from out of state. In a call to your offices
of the National Guard a Colonel Clevesch s.tated that three announcements
were run in the local newspapers ( one for each of the proposed sites)
and that the notice of the Reseda hearing appeared 7 days prior to the
Meeting. Also it was verified that only two members of the lay public
attended. Theses "scoping" hearings were considered a forMality by -he
Guard spokesman and considered one advance notice adequate.

Our problem with These events are:
1. No notices were run in the local area newspapers and no TV or radio
coverage was given.
2. Although considered important enough to fly in military personnel, the
area citizens were given scant notice and no homeowner's groups
were given advance notice.

In our opinion this matter must be given wider publicity.
The valley residents who have indured the operations of the Guard for
many years should be thoroughly informed through open public hearings
with advance notice given to the area homeowners groups of the intent
of the Guard so as to elicit the opinion of those who are most directly
impacted. Although it is understood that Most of the area governmental
agencys were notified, little emphasis was given to the public at large.

BAN strongly suggests that the National Guard make a More positive and
direct approach to the citizens in the area of the airport and hold
additional Meetings at a time and place that would insure a representive
response,

The removal of the 146th Tactical Airlift Wing from Van Nuys airport
would be a blessing to the area residents as well as a means for the Dept-

* meent of Airports to be compliant with The future requirements of CEQA.
We further suggest that the vacated property be utilized for quieter
enTerprizes such as light industrial or commercial excluding those that
would add more hangars or aircraft.

Respectfully,
cc: Anthony C. beilenson

Howard Berman Michael L. Mack
Bobbie Fiedler
Alan Robbins
Tom Efane Vice Pres. Ban Airport Noiie
Ernani Bernardi
Joy Picus



Io rList of Van Nuys Airport area Homeowner's Associations.

S 1. Ban Airport Noise
S~P.O. Box 3184
+ Van Nuys, California, 91407

2. Homeowner's of encino

P.O. Box 2008
Encino, California, 91426

3. Encino Property Owner's Association
P.O. Box 425
Encino, California ,91316

4. Sherman Oaks Homeowners
P.O. Box 5223
SherMan Oaks, California ,91413

5., Sun Valley HoeMowner's
P.O. Box 1303
Sun Valley, California,91352

6. Canyon and Hillside Federation
16611 Park Lane Circle
Los Angeles, California,90049

7. North Hollywood HoMeowner's
P.O. Box 4052
North Hollywood, California,91607

8. Tarzana Property Owners
P.O. Box 112
Tarzana, California,91356

9. Studio City Residents
P.O. Box 1374
Studio City, California,91604

10. Van Nuys Hojeowner's Association
P.O. Box 3528
Van Nuys, California, 91407

11. Reseda Community Association
P.O. Box 1431
Reseda, Cailifornia,91355

12. Sepulveda HoMeowner's Association
P.O. Box 2008
Sepulveda, California, 91343

AI



Gene C. Kjellberg

.0'I I z 169 Appletree Avenue
Camarillo, California 93010November 13, 1984

Mr. Ray Lucasey-
Public Affairs Office
Pacific Missile Test Center, Naval Air Station Pt. Mugu
Code 0050
Pt. Mugu, California 93042

Dear Mr. Lucasey:

SUBJECT: POTENTIAL RELOCATION OF THE AIR NATIONAL GUARD'S 146th TACTICAL
AIRLIFT WING

This letter is in response to several recent newspaper articles describing the
potential relocation of the Air National Guard's 146th Tactical Airlift Wing
(Van Nuy's Airport) to the Pt. Mugu Naval Air Station. Although this relocation,
based on my understanding, is only a proposal at this time, I am concerned that

such a move to Pt. Mugu is even being considered and wish to state my reasons
for opposing the relocation proposal.

I am a resident of the City of Camarillo and reside in the Woodside Greens neigh-
borhood located near the Ventura Freeway/Pleasant Valley Road interchange. Cur-
rently our neighborhood is significantly impacted by jet and propeller aircraft
noise originating from Pt. Mugu. Prior to our recent home purchase, I was aware
of some potential aircraft noise impacting this portion of the County. This
information was outlined in the 1977 Pacific Missile Test Center Pt. Mugu Air
Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) study and in the City of Camarillo's
real estate disclosure statement. I was not prepared, however, for the excessive
number of flights, the intensity of jet fighter noise, nor your pilots apparent
disregard for following prescribed flight paths and respecting minimum prescribed
altitudes during approaches that were noted in the AICUZ study. In addition,
I was not informed of any major change in the level of operations at your air
base prior to our home purchase. I consider the addition of the Air National
Guard unit a major escalation in flight operations and based on my understanding,
has nothing to do with Pt. Mugu carrying out its primary mission (i.e., support
facility for the Vandenberg Air Force Base and Pacific Missile Test Center).

I am a professional land use planner with the County of Ventura and my primary
responsibilities include the preparation of major updates to the County's General
Plan (including the Land Use Element and the Noise Element). During the last
thirteen years, I have had sufficient experience in planning for and thus attempt-
ing to minimize land use conflicts between incompatible land uses (e.g., military
air bases with their attendant noise and safety problems and noise sensitive

* uses such as residential neighborhood). I raise this point not because my
opinions necessarily reflect the County of Ventura's official position on this
issue but because my concerns with this relocation 6oes beyond that of a concerned
Camarillo resident.

!I



j Page two

During a six year tenure with the County of Orange Planning Department, I worked
on numerous general plan amendments involving the El Toro Marine Corp Air Station
(ETMAS) and its relationship to the urbanizing South Orange County area. I see
many similarities involving land use/environmental conflicts experienced by El
Toro and problems associated with your air base and its flight operations. At
numerous public hearings before the Orange County Board of Supervisors involving
existing and potential land use/noise conflicts, the ETMAS personnel argued that
their facility was in existence before the south Orange County urbanization and
that a prohibition of residential and other noise sensitive uses under their
flight paths was necessary in order to minimize future problems and litigation.
The Board of Supervisors eventually amended the County's Land Use Element and
Noise Element which mandated that all new residential construction be excluded
from lands affected by 65 Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) impacts emana-
tipg from the ETMAS, Orange County Airport, freeways, etc. Although this 1979
decision alleviated some problems between El Toro's operaticns and the population
growth in south Orange County, it by no means eliminated the safety/noise/resi-
dential land use conflicts. Although ETMAS personnel would undoubtedly dispute
the following position, I am convinced that it is only a matter of time until
the El Toro air base is forced to relocate to a more remote location (e.g., Camp
Pendleton). I base my opinion on the increasing contact with urban uses encroach-
ing on El Toro and the resultant political pressures that will eventually force
the relocation.

I brought up the situation in Orange County because it typifies the inherent
problems of a large military air installation located in a rapidly urbanizing
county. It should be noted that El Toro's land use/noise/safety problems became
more acute even though their level of operations did not escalate significantly
and their pilots generally followed their prescribed AICUZ flight paths. It
seems to me that Pt. Mugu, while admittedly located in a somewhat more remote
section of Southern California, is subject to equally significant urbanization
pressures. Ventura County's 1982 population was 552,000 persons which is
expected to increase by 260,000 persons, or to a projected population of 812,000
persons, by the year 2000. A significant portion of the County's growth will
occur in the Camarillo/Oxnard geographic areas (i.e., their existing 1982 pop-
ulations of 38,214 and 108,401 (respectively) is projected to grow to approximately
87,000 persons and 193,000 persons (respectively) by the year 2000). Although
much of this growth will be channeled into existing City "spheres of influence"

(i.e., those areas served by existing and funded urban services), development
pressures will further erode existing agricultural/open space lands in the Oxnard
plain. I am citing these growth figures because I feel it is important for
decision makers in the Department of Defense and the California Air National
Guard to realize that Ventura County, while still dependent on an agricultural
economic base, is a rapidly urbanizing County and will continue to experience
these growth pressures into the next century. Inevitably these growth trends
will increasingly impact upon your air base's operations and the resultant poli-
tical pressures may eventually force a relocation of Pt. Mugu to a more remote
location. I believe this scenario is inevitable even though I personally and
professionally would prefer to see agricultural operations in the Oxnard plain
remain as an economically viable and permanent use of the land.

I
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Page three

Given these facts, I find it difficult to understand why the Department of Defense
would even consider expanding flight operations with the relocation of the
Air National Guard unit. It seems to me that you already have a public relations
problem with adjoining cities and conmunitie6 such as Camarillo. This problem
involves resident complaints concerning noise impacts and safety considerations
related to your base's current level of operations and is further amplified by
your pilots ignorance of or disregard for following prescribed flight paths and
maintaining accepted minimum altitude during their approach to the Pt. Mugu
facility. Why compound your public relations problems and add fuel to detractor's
arguments that Pt. Mugu should move to another location due to increasing land
use/noise/safety conflicts in this urbanizing area?

For the reasons cited above, I urge you to reconsider the relocation of the 146th
Tactical Airlift Wing to Pt. Mugu. In my opinion, such a move would seriously
erode the public's image of Pt. Mugu as a necessary military facility in the
south coast region and the additional noise and safety impacts would adversely
affect existing and future residents of south central Ventura County. I request
that you provide a written response to the points raised in this letter. I
primarily am interested in, 1) the status of the Air National Guard's potential
relocation, 2) why your pilots continue to disregard the AICUZ approach paths,
3) why do your pilots frequently fly at lower altitudes than those noted in the
AICUZ study, and 4) when will the draft environmental impact statement being pre-
pared for the Air National Guard's potential relocation be available for review?

S 7 erely,

Gene C. Kjellberg

cc: Captain Michael Ritz, Public Affairs Office, 146th Tactical Airlift Wing
Colonel Claybues, Base Civil Engineer, 146th Tactical Airlift Wing
Congresswoman Bobbi Fiedler, 21st Congressional District
Supervisor Ed Jones, 2nd Supervisorial District
Supervisor Maggie Ericksen, 3rd Supervisorzal District
Mayor Bill Estey, City of Camarillo
Councilman Mike Morgan, City of Camarillo
City Manager Tom Oglesby, City of Camarillo
PRC Engineering Inc., Attn: Sylvia Salinas

i



APPENDIX IM

146TH TAW RELOCATION SURVEY FORM

I

I

I



I
000741

3 146TH TAW RELOCATION SURVEY

1. Introduction

The Air National Guard Is currently conducting an Environmental
Impact Assessment of the potential relocation of the 146th TAU
from Van Nuys to one of three possible locations: NAS Point Mugu,
Air Force Plant #42 at Palmdale, or Norton Air Force Base. As a

part of that effort, this questionnaire Is being administered to
assist the Air Guard In determining vhat effect such & move might
have on current personnel located at the Van Nuys base. The
survey should take approximately five minutes to complete. All
responses will be held in strict confidence. Your cooperation is
appreciated.

Please circle the appropriate response.

11.Background Information

1. Current Rank

Col. 1
Lt. Col. 2
Major 3
Capt. 4
Lt. S
2nd Lt. 6
CH Sgt. 7
SM Sgt. a
M Sgt. 9
T Sgt. 10
S Sgt. 11
Sgt. 12
Sr Amn. 13
A1C. 14
Ann. 15

2. Are you?

Air Technician or AGA 1
Weekend Guardsman 2

3. Which category best describes your age?

18-24 1
25-34 2
35-44 3
45-54 4
55 or more 5

4. Are you?

male 1

female 2



S. How long have you served with the 146th TAU?

1 year or less 11-3 years 2

1 4-6 years 3
7-tO years 4
11-15 years S
16-20 6
21 years or more_7

6. How many children under the age of eighteen are currently
living In your household?

none 1
one 2
two 3
three 5
four 6
five or more 7

7. Do you currently own your own home?

1 Yes 1
No 2

If yes, answer question B. If no, answer question 9.

8. Uhat category best describes your monthly mortGaGe
payment?

$100-200 1
$200-300 2
$300-400 3
$400-500 4
$500-600 5
$600-700 6
$700-800 7

I *800-900 8
$900-1000 9
*1000 or more_10

1 9. Uhat category best describes your monthly rent or lease?

$100-200 1
$200-300 2
$300-400 3
*400-500 4
$500-600 5
$600-700 6
*700-800 7
$800-900 a
*900-1000 9
*1000 or more__10I

!2



I
10. Row many bedrooms are In your current hose?

one 1
two 2
three 3
four 4
fLive or more 5

11. Do you patronize the Base Exchange (BX)?

Yes 1
No 2

If yes, answer question 12 also. If no, go to
question 13.

12. On the average, how much do you spend at the BX each month?

13. Other than the BX, do you currently shop, buy meals, or
purchase any goods or services in the Van Nuys area?

yes 1
(ANSUER QUESTIONS 14 AND 15)

no 2
(GO TO QUESTION 16)

14. Which of the following Items do you regularly spend
money on in Van Nuys? (Circle all that apply)

meals 1
groceries 2
entertainment 3
recreation 4
hotels/motels 5
gas/auto related 6
clothing 7
drug/sundries S
other(specify) 9

15. On the average how much do you spend on the following
Items in a given month while in Van Nuys? Please
enter a dollar mount In the appropriate space.

meals *____

groceries $
entertainment S
recreation $
hotels/motels Sgasu/auto *____

clothing $
drug/.u-drie. *

other(specify)

3,!



I
16. If the 146th TAW relocated to NAS Point Hugu, and you

were eligible for some form of relocation benefits,
which of the following would you most li-ely do?

a. commute from existing residence
b. relocate 2
c. retire 3
d. quit 4
e. seek a transfer 5

17. If the 146th TAW relocated to Air Force Plant #42 at
Palmdale, and you were eligible for some form of
relocation benefits, which of the following Wouid you
most likely do?

a. commute from existing residence 1
b. relocate 2
c. retire 3
d. quit 4
e. seek a transfer S

18. If the 146th TAW relocated to Norton Air Force Base,
and you were eligible for some form of relocation
benefit&, which of the following would you most likely
do?

a. commute from existing residence 1
b. relocate 2
c. retire 3
d. quit 4
e. seek a transfer S

19. Uhat is your zip code?

20. What is the average driving time from your home to Van Nuy*?

weekday minutes
weekend minutes

21. Uhich category best describes your household's total
annual income (before taxes)?

*5,000-9,9999 1
*10,000-17,999 2
$18,000-24,999 3
525.000-34,999 4
$35,000-44,999 S
$4S,000-$4,999 6
*55,000 or more 7

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION

I
4
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APPENDIX IV

CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT
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ABSTRACT

Archaeological reconnaissances were conducted on two of three proposed land

additions for military bases in consideration for the relocation of the Van

Nuys Air National Guard Base. The third military air base, Norton Air Force

Base, required only a literature search. The archaeological records searches

and on-foot surveys of proposed additions to the Naval Air Station Point Mugu

and Palmdale Air Force Plant #42 showed that there are no cultural resources

on these properties. The records search for the parcel at Norton Air Force

Base demonstrates that there are no recorded archaeological sites within or

adjacent to the subject property. A review of the historic maps for the
project locations reveals that there are no historic structures located with-

in the property boundaries. However, the historic maps illustrate that for

the Norton Air Force Base property and the Naval Air Station Point Mugu prop-

erty historic structures existed adjacent to the property boundaries. These

structures are not indicated on the contemporary maps.

ii
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INTRODUCTION

The following report is submitted at the request of Sylvia Salenius of

PRC Engineering. The scope of work included an archaeological records search

and historical overview for three parcels of land being considered as sites

for the proposed relocation of the Air National Guard unit currently located

at Van Nuys, California. The three parcels of land are in or adjacent to

Naval Air Station, Point Mugu; Norton Air Force Base; and Air Force Plant #42,

Palmdale. All of these sites are located in Southern California. In addition

to the records search and historic overview, a field survey was carried out

at the Point Mugu and Palmdale properties. The Norton Air Force Base property

was not surveyed since it has been extensively developed and paved over. Since

federal funds are involved, the records, literature, and field surveys were

carried out in order to identify sites or properties potentially eligible for

the National Register of Historic Places.

PROJECT LOCATIONS AND DESCRIPTIONS

PALMD ALE AIR FORCE PLANT #42

This proposed addition of 280 acres is located adjacent to the west side of

the Palmdale Air Force Plant #42 in Los Angeles County (Figures 1 and 2.)
The subject property is relatively flat, reaching an elevation of 2500 feet

above sea level. The plant community is Joshua Tree Woodland with Mormon

Tea (Ephedra sp.?), Cholla (Opuntia sp.?), Creosote-bush (Larrea Divaricata),

Red Brome (Bromus rubens), Desert Stipa (Stipa speciosa), and Turkey Mullein

Eremocarpus Setigerus) as an understory.

NAVAL AIR STATION POINT MUGU

This proposed addition of approximately 240 acres is located south of Hueneme

Road, north of the Pacific Missile Range, and west of Highway I in Ventura

County (Figures 3 and 4). The project area is nearly flat as a result of crop

harvesting. The entire subject property has been disturbed as a result of

crop cultivation and swamp drainage. While no native vegetation exists, there

are cultivated fields of lima beans and tomatoes. The elevation of the project

Sarea averages ten feet above sea level.

Iae veae
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Figure 2. Specific Location of Project Area. Near Palmidale Air Force Plant #42.
From USGS Palmidale (1974), Ritter Ridge (1974), Lancaster West
(1974) Quads.
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NORTON AIR FORCE BASE

t This subject property approximates 160 acres and is located north of the

Norton Air Force Base runway and taxi ways and south of City Creek In San

Bernardino County (Figures 5 and 6). The average elevation is 1140 feet

above sea level. The entire area is impacted with structures, roads, and

concrete aprons for the aircraft taxi ways.

SURVEY METHODS

PALMDALE AIR FORCE PLANT #42

On July 11, 1984, Thomas J. Banks and Jackie Desautels conducted an archaeo-

logical reconnaissance of the subject property. On-foot transects were spaced

30 meters apart. The ground visibility was excellent because of the sparse

vegetation.

NAVAL AIR STATION POINT MUGU

On July 12, 1984, Thomas J. Banks and Jackie Desautels conducted an archaeo-

logical reconnaissance of the subject property. The majority of the project

area is under cultivation: lima beans and tomatoes with wind breaks of euca-

lyptus and cyprus. One area at the extreme southern end of the property was

not under cultivation, yet was being disced during the reconnaissance. This

area .s reclaimed marsh land. One strip of the subject property, near Hueneme

Road, is disturbed compact dirt.

Ground visibility was obscured among the tomatoes and more mature lima bean

plants. However, this amounted to a strip that is only 30 to 40 cm wide.

The major portion of the subject property was surveyed, on foot, in transects

spaced 30 to 40 meters apart. There were, however, areas where trees, pipes,

and irrigation ditches obstructed survey.

SURVEY RESULTS

No cultural resources were found as a result of the archaeological survey of

both properties considered as alternatives for the relocation of the Van Nuys

I
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National Guard Base. However, a large modern trash scatter that covers a

small portion of the proposed addition for the Palmdale Air Force Plant #42.
The trash is dated between 1940 and 1950 and consists mostly of tin cans,

glass, 50 gallon drums, roofing tar, and bed springs.

RECORD SEARCHES

Archaeological record searches were requested and received from the Institute

of Archaeology, University of California at Los Angeles, and the San Bernardino

County Museum Association. The record searches for the subject properties and

the area within a mile of the Palmdale Air Force Plant #42 and the Norton Air
Force Base were negative. Although there are recorded archaeological sites

located in close proximity to the Naval Air Station Point Mugu property, there

are none within the property boundaries. These sites are described below:

1. Ven-il: This site consists of a shell midden located approximately

three miles southeast of the subject property. The site was recorded

by B. Frost in 1954.

2. Ven-ilO: This site consists of a shell midden with associated burials,

bowls, and pestles. It is located approximately two miles southeast of
the subject property. The site was recorded by McKusick in 1959.

3. Ven-187: This site consists of a cemetery and habitation area. The

exact location is undetermined because no maps were included when this

site was first recorded by Toney and Huston in 1968. It is believed

that the site exists either two miles southeast or two miles southwest

of the subject property.

S4. Ven-256: This site consists of a cemetery and associated artifacts.

It is located approximately one mile south of the subject property.

The site was recorded by Barber in 1971.

I

I I_ _ __



HISTORICAL RESEARCH

INTRODUCTION

Historical research was conducted in the libraries of the cities of Palmdale

and San Bernardino for the Palmdale Air Force Plant #42 and the Norton Air

Force Base, respectively. Neither the Palmdale nor the San Bernardino histor-

ical societies have documents available to the public at this time. Historical

research for the Naval Air Station Point Mugu was conducted at the Oxnard City

library and the Ventura County Historical Society.

Nineteenth century and turn of the twentieth century maps were inspected for

evidence of historic structures located within the properties proposed for the

relocation of the Van Nuys Nrtional Guard Base. There is no evidence of his-

toric structures within the subject property of the Palmdale Air Force Plant

#42 (Figure 7), the Naval Air Station Point Mugu (Figure 8), and the Norton

Air Force Base (Figure 9). However, an 1899 map does show two structures

adjacent to what is now the northwest boundary of the Norton Air Force Base.

Similarly, a 1904 map illustrates that two historic structures are within

400 feet of the proposed land addition to the Naval Air Station Point Mugu.

Another structure is indicated approximately 1000 feet east of the northernmost

boundary. The historic structures near both of these air bases no longer exist;

however, there may be subsurface evidence of historic occupation (such as

trash dumps).

PALMDALE

As early as 1861 the Butterfield stage coach carrying passengers, bullion,

and freight from San Bernardino to Bakersfield, stopped in Palmdale (Antelope

Valley n.d.). Yet, it was when the railroad was built through the Antelope

Valley, in 1876, that people decided to settle in the area to become known

as Palmdale (Progress Association n.d.).

Palmdale was settled by German Lutheran colonists sometime between 1884 and

1886 (Cunningham 1964). The mistaken identity of the Joshua trees for palms

prompted the settlers to name their new town Palmenthal, later changed to

I



____ ____ ____ ____ ___12

_ SO4?

I J/1

1 )enast r
Figure 7 Location ~~ofPojcAraoHitrca. FomUSEiabh

to Lae(97iud

Scale. 1.12. 00If



13

~A i

S44

ILI~I

_ _ _ 
roVA,

____ ID4P

Figure 8. Project Area Plotted on an Historic Map. From USGS Pt. Hueneme
(1904, 1911) Quad. Scale 1:62,500



I __14

I0 I JýA,?

32iF
f4

W
IJ

Figue 9 Praec Ara Pltte onan istric ap. USG Sa Benarino

1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -(10,199nndRdads(89)Qas

Scale 1:6A00

I



F U 15

Palmdale (Palmdale Chamber of Commerce 1979). The name of Palmenthal became

official when the post office was established on June 17, 1888, in the

general store owned by a Mr. Munz. The name was changed to Palmdale in 1890

(Valley Life n.d.).

The German colonists, after surveying the land, constructed the first canal

from Littlerock Creek to the "village," using wooden flumes and ditches.

Large cisterns were also used to store water. For domestic use of water,

wells were dug and windmills were constructed (Valley Life n.d.)

Because of a drought in 1893, a problem with water storage resulted (Palmdale

Chamber of Commerce 1979). Consequently, many of the settlers left Palmdale,

while the few who remained moved their homes, piece by piece, to the present

location of Palmdale, which is approximately two to three miles west of what

is now called Old Palmdale. All that remains of Old Palmdale is the cemetery,

j with German inscriptions on the headstones (Valley Life n.d.).

By 1911 and 1912 Palmdale, along with Lancaster, was actively pursuing grain

farming. Between the two towns seven hundred and fifty carloads of grain

were shipped out in one year (Progress Association n.d.).

Until the stock market crash of 1929 the small community of Palmdale remained

fairly undisturbed. With the depression, however, the Works Progress Adminis-

tration (WPA) initiated the building of the Palmdale-Littlerock dam and the

Palmdale airport (Antelope Valley n.d.). (This county airport is now the

location of the Palmdale Air Force Plant #42.)

During World War I1, in 1941, the Palmdale county airport was leased to the

United States government for $1.00 per year for the training of cadets

(Antelope Valley n.d.). In 1947 the airport was purchased by the county for

$30,000 and an additional four acres were added sometime later. The federal

government finally bought the county airport in 1951, at which time aircraft

companies such as Lockheed and Northrop located at Plant #42 (Progress Asso-

ciation n.d.).

i
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VENTURAI
The name Mugu is the modified word for the Ventureno Chumash village of

Muwu, located approximately three to four miles southeast of the Naval Air

Station Point Mugu. In fact, many of the names for the cities in Ventura.

County are taken from the original Chumash village appellations (Grant 1978a).

Chumash aboriginal territory extended from San Luis Obispo in the north to

Malibu Canyon on the coast and in the interior to the San Joaquin valley.

In addition, the islands of San Miguel, Santa Rosa, Santa Cruz, and Anacapa

were occupied by the Chumash (Grant 1978b; Kroeber 1925).

The Point Mugu environs along with Point Hueneme were occupied by the Chumash

until the Spaniards established the Mission San Buenaventura, located within

the present city of Ventura, in 1771 (Grant 1978b). Spanish colonization of

the Chumash promulgated disease among the mission neophytes, so that by the

time mission secularization occurred in 1834, nearly four-fifths of the popu-
lation had died.

Historically, the proposed addition to Naval Air Station Point Mugu was located

within the Rancho El Rio de Santa Clara o La Colonia. The rancho was granted

in 1837, by Governor Juan B. Alvarado, to eight men and their families. In

1872, the rancho was patented to these original grantees (Robinson 1956).

Although transportation to San Buenaventura was often accomplished by men on

horseback and muleback, the most common mode of travel was by sea. In 1868,

however, the stagecoach supplanted the sailing vessels and steamers (Robinson

1956). It was not until 1913 that the state highway was constructed over the

old route (Sheridan 1926).

When the first postal service was established in San Buenaventura in 1861,

delivery of the mail was free. The first postmaster for the city of San

Buenaventura used to place the mail in his hat and "begin a round of friendly

calls upon those for whom he had letters" (Hobson and Francis 1912:7).
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Until 1873, San Buenaventura was included within the boundaries of Santa

Barbara County. In celebration of the separation from Santa Barbara, San

Buenaventura held "the last great bull fight and dance.. .a remnant of an

ancient custom inherited from Spain" (Hobson and Francis 1912:7).

Commensurate with the founding of Ventura County came the construction of

-a courthouse, completion of the first wharf, a bank and public library,

and the introduction of ice cream (Murphy 1979). In 1887, the Southern

Pacific Railroad line was established in San Buenaventura and for conven-

ience the name was shortened to Ventura. When the Post Office also used

the abbreviated form, the county soon became known as Ventura (Murphy 1979).

Probably the most remembered citizen of Ventura is Thomas Bard who during

his fifty year (1865-1915) residency in the county purchased a major portion

of the old rancho lands (including La Colonia). He financially supported
many of the businesses in the county and became a State Senator. Thomas Bard

was remembered as a generous man who "never foreclosed a mortgage" (Fairbanks

1960:7).

When the La Colonia rancho was acquired as one of the larger Bard holdings

there were minor problems with squatters. Although records indicate that

nothing serious ever happened between the renters and the squatters, one man

was lynched for the murder of another renter with whom he had a boundary

dispute (Sheridan 1926).

Between 1914 and 1917 several petroleum companies attempted to drill for oil

and gas, but the drilling bits were successively ruined by the gas pressure.

Finally, the Associated Oil Company succeeded in recovering approximately

2,000 barrels per day, thus establishing that oil and gas could be obtained

with the rotary drill bit and use of hematite and birite with mud fluid

(Sheridan 1926).

Perhaps the greatest contribution to the growth and economy of Ventura was

the U.S. Naval Construction Battalion, located at the harbor, and the U.S.

Naval Air Missile Test Center, established at Point Mugu in 1946 (Robinson

1956; Sheridan 1926).

I
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SAN BERNARDINO

Prehistorically, portions of the San Bernardino area were inhabited by the

Serrano Indians who spoke a Takic language that belonged to the greater

Uto-Aztecan family (Bean and Smith 1978). Gerald Smith of the San Bernardino

County Museum Association said that Jesusa Manuel, a Serrano, was interviewed

in the 1930s, and she related that many of her relatives moved to Harlem

Springs (located one mile north of the Norton Air Force Base) during the mid-

nineteenth century. The move was prompted by the Mormon occupation of San

Bernardino which occurred In 1851. There is no recorded archaeological site,

however, in the Harlem Springs area.

Similarly, Victory Village, established during World War II and located near

the north entrance to the Norton Air Force Base, is reported to have been an

archaeological site because surface handstones and millingstones were observed

during the 1940s (personal communication Gerald Smith). This site, however,

has not been officially recorded, nor have the artifacts been relocated.

Spanish influence on the Serrano was slight until an asistencia to the San

Gabriel Mission was constructed near Redlands in 1819 (Bean and Smith 1978).

The site for the asistencia had been selected in 1910 by the Franciscan mis-

sionary, Father Dumetz. It was at this time that San Bernardino received its

name (Stoebe 1974). The branch establishment of the mission San Gabriel was

abandoned in 1834 when a group of Indians raided the asistencia (Bancroft

1886-1890 Vol. IV).

The San Gabriel Mission's asistencia was part of the Agua Caliente Rancho,
granted to Antonio Lugo and his sons in 1842 (Bancroft 1886-1890 Vol. IV).

The Harlem Springs area was included in the Agua Callente Rancho, so named

because of the many hot springs within the rancho's boundaries. Nine years

after the Lugo family was granted the Rancho they sold it to Mormon settlers

(Bancroft 1886-1890 Vol. IV).I
In 1851, and upon the suggestion of Brigham Young, a colony of Mormons from

Utah came to the Cajon CanMon, now known as City Creek, for the purposes of

cultivating San Bernardino's rich soil and establishing a satellite settlement

I
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(Ingersoll 1904). By 1853, the townsite for the future city of San Bernardino

was laid out in "Babylonian style--a miniature of Salt Lake City" (Ingersoll

1904:142). The town was one square mile with eight acre blocks, and streets

that ran at right angles, each bordered by an irrigation ditch. All of the

streets were given Mormon appellations (Ingersoll 1904).

By April 13, 1854, a special act was passed by the legislature incorporating

the city of San Bernardino. Shortly after the city's incorporation another

act was passed authorizing appropriation of the water of the Twin Creeks

for the city's municipal and domestic use. Several years later, the Twin

Creeks irrigation ditches were abandoned because they were inefficient

(Ingersoll 1904).

The Mormons' control over the city of San Bernardino lasted only four years.

Conflict between the U.S. Military and Mormon population in Utah forced Brigham
Young to recall all of the settlers to Utah. Young had heard that U.S. troops

were on their way to Salt Lake City (Ingersoll 1904; Stoebe 1974). Even though

a few of the colonists remained in their newly founded city, with the majority

of the population absent, the financial burden was too great; and the city

was soon disincorporated (Elliot 1965; Stoebe 1974). San Bernardino reincor-
porated, however, in 1868, and a city charter was approved in 1904 (Anonymous

n.d.). Following the Mormon exodus from San Bernardino, the city became

known as a drinking and gambling town "and a period of unrest in city govern-

ment followed" (Stoebe 1974:46).

When gold was found in the Bear and Holcomb valleys, in 1860, thousands of

miners traveled through the city of San Bernardino in search of their fortune.

The gold rush boosted the population of the town of Belleville in Holcomb
f Valley to 10,000. Because of the competition from Belleville, the city of

San Bernardino narrowly won the County Seat--a one vote decision (Stoebe 1974).

In 1875, the Southern Pacific Railroad was established in Colton, approximately

six miles southwest of San Bernardino, and ten years later the Santa Fe Rail-

road line arrived in San Bernardino (Elliott 1965; Ingersoll 1904; Stoebe 1974).

Consequently, between 1885 and 1890 the city's growth was especially notice-

able because of what Charles Lummis called the Pullman Conquest (Ingersoll 1904).

I!
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Since one of the major reasons for establishing the railroad line through

San Bernardino was the orange crop industry, the Southern Pacific and the

Santa Fe lines vied for the business. Hence, rates were drastically lowered.

Many of the people who took advantage of the lowered fares came to San Bernardino

and decided to stay, for they viewed California as the land of opportunity

(Ingersoll 1904).

f The first attempt at developing electricity came in 1888, but failed because

the power was insufficient. By the late 1890s, however, San Bernardino

tmaintained a working electrical plant (Elliott 1965; Stoebe 1974). Along with

electricity, San Bernardino supported a 400 room hotel that had a Ladies Only

entrance and an elevator, a stone courthouse, and a large Seth Thomas clock

located in the tower of the courthouse (Stoebe 1974). (This same clock is

now striking the hours at the entrance to the Central City Mall.)

Although the city of San Bernardino was growing in the late 1890s, it remained

a town "where it was customary to shoot first and ask questions later" (Stoebe

1974:48). The city also experienced its share of prostitution: according

to the old timers the red light district was notorious throughout the state

of California (Stoebe 1974). Open prostitution continued until the beginning

of World War II when the War Department threatened that no military installa-

tion would be constructed in a city that allowed prostitution (Stoebe 1974).

With the abandonment of the red light district, the United States Amy selected

San Bernardino as the location for maintenance and supply depots. Hence, two

f depots were established within the city limits: San Bernardino Air Depot

and Campo Ono. The former is now the Norton Air Force Base and the latter

was abandoned in 1946 (Hixson 1982). The San Bernardino Air Depot was changed

to the Norton Air Force Base in honor of a San Bernardino youth, Leland Francis

Norton, who was killed in the war (Stoebe 1974).

Today, San Bernardino has become a major commercial center, partly because of

the establishment of the San Bernardino Air Depot which created many new jobs

(Hixson 1982).

i
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RESOURCES ELIGIBLE FOR THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

There are no known archaeological and historical resources within the subject

properties of Palmdale Air Force Plant #42, Naval Air Station Point Mugu, and

Norton Air Force Base. No resources were located which would be eligible for

the National Register of Historic Places.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Since no cultural remains are known to be located within the subject properties

of the Palmdale Air Force Plant #42, the Naval Air Station Point Mugu, and the
Norton Air Force Base (Figures 2, 4, and 6), no archaeological testing or

excavation is required at this time. However, because of the historic struc-

tures once located in close proximity to the Naval Air Station Point Mugu and

the Norton Air Force Base, and the extent of historic activity in the Palmdale
Air Force Plant #42 area, an archaeologist should be required to monitor grad-

ing in the event that an historic trash dump or other associated historic
materials are located.

Furthermore, there is a potential for subsurface prehistoric cultural remains

at the Naval Air Station Point Mugu property because of the extent of Chumash

activity in the surrounding area. Hence, an archaeologist should monitor
grading for prehistoric, as well as historic resources.

1. A qualified archaeolkgist should be present at the pre-grade meeting

and should monitor all grading activites.

2. The archaeologist would be empowered to temporarily divert, redirect,

or halt grading in order to adequately recover cultural materials

which may be encountered during the grading process.

I
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STATE Of CALIFORNIA--•! SOUKES AGECY GEORGE DEUKMEJIANf. 60w0'

SFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

POST oms box is2o

116) 4468006 REPLYTO: September 28, 1094

I
rNancy A. Whitney-Desautels, President

Scientific Resource Surveys, Inc.
5232 Bolsa Avenue, Suite 5
Huntington Beach, CA 92647

Dear Ms. Whitney-Desautels:

On September 20 we received your letter and report concerning
the results of cultural resources surveys conducted in connection
with the Van Nuys Air National Guard Base relocation project.

we have reviewed the material submitted and concur in your
findings and conclusions.

If you have any questions, please call (916) 445-8006 and ask to
speak to Hans Kreutzberg of our staff.

Sincerely,

Marion Mitchell-Wilson
Deputy State Historic Preservation
Officer

I
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54 Fri. Auh 3. 1NU4 The Venture County (Cli.) Meart Frme Prlls

NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
VAN 14JVS AM NAiTl4A. GUJAM PIOPO6W P11."ATI1

Due to op"ircal a" Oerational Constraints at the VWa Nur Alrq-rt. the 146ti
Tactical Airlift Wthq. Air National Guard. it proftiq gto relaate it fecili.-
tits am operations teen. Of HL l4temamtl e it.a& Sit" V~ Consideration
Include %AveG Air StAtIOm. Point Nuagu (VOnture County). Mertes Air Fore Base
(Sea Bernardine) and Air Ferce Plant 42 (Peleale).

0 SA PLAMI 46
.9-s

vo•a y t

AS P&1- of tablt elocation Study an Environmental Imeact Statement *ill bepra"rem. This document *ill comely with the provisione of the Naetionl Envirn-
mental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California anvironeental Duelity Act CC'OA).
The Air lational.- Guard oust also cemseler the doe-sthlim alternative of
resin sg at .their prseant locetien at the Wa luys " Aiert.

ALL INTIERIESTIED CITIZENS ARE!NvtTED 70 ATTIND AM PQIDE PUBLIC INPUT TO ASSISTTNIE STUDY TEAM ZIN IKETIrTING CONCERS TO K AIRESSE0 IN T1[ 8lAV?
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT. Public Scooing Meetings will ge hold at the following
locations:

POINT "eM ANEA PNDL-JJICASI ARLA
=MY. NXIST 13. 11114 NhhlMM. MEWT IL. 11U17:00 TO 9:00 P.M. 7:00 TO 9200 P.M.

Frontier 'digh Schooel Cafetria Knights of Colum buHll
Pleasent Valley paw 72 W. Avenue 14
Caeille. CA. Lancaster. CA.

sM BERNARINO AM M VITS~ AREA
TUESDAY. MISWT 14. 1low r0004041, AGUSIT It. 10847:00 TO 9t:00 P.M. 7:OO TO MO0 P.M.
San Gorgonio High scaeel. la 15S Based& w n's Club
2p21. E. Pacific Street 7901 Linilay Avenue
San Sarmarilin.. CA. NNade. CA.

For mere infOPNetitm contect:Raster Sergeant liley Slack. Assistant Public
Affairs Officer. 146th T

actical Airlift Wing. Ali National Guard. 0020 Balbo
llv&. Les heles, CA. 9140. PhnON (118) M1-9110, aemnsion 36L
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C4 Wed.. Avg. 6, 1 U4 The Veetev Cowfty (Celft.) Sta * Free fte

NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
V&%A KMJY #A K~AM. iAM. PROPOOW muaCTIMowe to physical aoll S0e'5tione1 6011str~ats at the Van "ay Alrpert. tUe 146am

Tactical Airlift Wftg. Air Nattional Quarl. is gepogning to poelcat, Its fauili-
ties Wan eoastens, to a"e of awres alternative uite& Sites aner consideration
Include Naval Air Statiga. Point "wgw (Venture Ceunty). Sect..s Air Force. Base
(San Bernardino) amAir Ferc. Plant 42 (Pa.1.4.1.)I* Ap LA~r 4

As part of tbts relocation study an Environmental Impact Statemnot will be
pregarse. This document will comely with the provisions of the National Enviroe-
mental Policy Act (%EPA) and the California Environmental Ouality Act (CEQA).
The Alp national Guard cust asos consider the do-nothing alternative of
roualIing at-their present lecation at the Van buys Airport.

ALL 1311113T CITUENS ARE (UITED TO ATYTSM ANPO0IN PUBLIC :WUI' TO ASSISTTHS STUSY .1m,- TOOs~ab-ee.V-u mcu W 90*0 f-
EISVIN0ISNNTAI. DOCUMNENT. Public Sowsing -Peetingls will be hold at the following
locations:

POINT Mirn AMA PAuiMALE-uLAWA AKA
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2299-E. Pacific Street 7901 Lindley Avenue
San Bernardino. CA. Reamaa. CA.

For ear. information costact:mostor Sargesnt Riley slack. Assistant Public
Affairs Officer. l46th Tactical Airlift W4in Air National Goane. 302 Balboa
Sled.. Los Angeles. CA. 9l40t Flows: (513) -5960 eatoesten MIL
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCEwNADOUARTIERS 144TH TACTICAL AIRLIFT WING (ANGI
VAN NUVY. CALIFORNIA 914W0

,,TO DPC (MSgt Black) 23 3uly 1984

SLUBJECT: Notice of Preparation

TO.
California State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

1. Project Title

146th Tactical Airlift Wing, Air National Guard, Van Nuys, Base Relocation

EIR/EIS.

2. Summary

The Military Department at the State Of California will be the lead Agency and
will prepare a combined Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Environmental
Impact Statement for the project described below. The EIRIEIS will be prepared
in compliance with both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Please list applicable permit and environmental review requirements of your
agency and the scope and content of the environmental information which is
germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the
proposed project.

3. Description of the Project

The 146th Tactical Airlift Wing, Air National Guard is currently based at the Van
Nuys Airport. Current conditions at this general aviation airport, including
considerations such as safety, security, and limited Air National guard expansion
potential, dictate that the Air National Guard relocate to an alternative site
within its southern California recruiting area.

The Air National Guard is thus proposing relocation of its facilities and operations
to one of three alternative sites. These sites include, Naval Air Station, Point
Mugu (Ventura County), Norton Air Force Base (San Bernardino), and Air Force
Plant 42 (Palmdale). In addition, under environmental regulations, the Air
National Guard must also consider the do-nothing alternative of remaining at its
existing locaiton at the Van Nuys Airport.

I
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To relocate, the Air National Guard will require 200-250 acres of land. This
requirement must be met either within or directly adjacent to the alternative
sites identified above. On this acreage, the Air National Guard would construct
various maintenance, storage, training and other support facilities totaling
approximately 330,000 square teet, as weU as construction of associated taxiways,
and aircraft parking aprons. The 146th Tactical Airlift Wing is currently assigned
sixteen (16) C-130E turbo-prop aircraft . These aircraft would be based at the
new site. No replacement aircraft are currently programmed for the 146 Tactical
Airlift Wing.

f With respect to operations, the Air National Guard projects a maximum worst
base frequency of 74 daily aircraft operations (37 complete circuits). At two of
the site locations under consideration for base relocation (Air Force Plant #42,
Palmdale, and the Naval Air Station at Point Mugu) the 146th Tactical Airlift
Wing already conducts flight training activities, and base relocation would not
significantly increased present flight operations. Hours of operation would be
from 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Aside from a staff of 300 day-to-day employees, the
bulk of the 146 Tactical Airlift Wing personnel (approximately 1,500 persons)
would be active at the new site one weekend each month.

4. Probable Enivironmental Effects

Environmental effects will vary with each alternative site location. In general,
environmental effects of the proposed project may include the following:
perceived noise and visual intrusion, impacts to growth and development under
flight patterns, impacts on adjacent land uses, pre-emption of planned and
proposed land use, impacts on other general aviation aircraft, motor vehicle
traffic impacts each month, impacts on biological resources, and impacts on
agriculture (Air Force Plant #42, Palmdale, and Point Mugu only). In addition the
secondary affects of the Air National Guard relocation from the Van Nuys Airport
in terms of the re-use and redevelopment of the vacated base may also be
considered.

5. Scoping Process

This Notice of Preparation invites comments regarding study issues and
- - alternatives from affected agencies. In addition to its function under State law,

this notice is intended to intiate the scoping process with cooperating federal
agencies. Scoping meetings to receive public comment are scheduled as follows:

Point Mugu Area
Monday, August 13, 1984, 7:00 - 9:00 p.m.
Frontier High School
Pleasant Valley Road
Camarillo, California

Norton Air Force Base Area
Tuesday, August 14, 1984, 7:00 - 9:00 p.m.
San Gorgonio High School
2299 E. Pacific Street[ San Bernardino, California

I
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DISTRIBUTION LIST

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

STATE AGENCIES

Gary Agid" South Coast Air Quality Management
Chief, Air Resource Board District
P.O. Box 2815 3.A. Stuart, Executive Officer
Sacramento, CA 95814 9150 Flair Drive

El Monte, CA 91731
California State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street Los Angeles County Flood Control
Sacramento, CA 95814 3ames L. Easton, Chief Engineer

P.O. Box 2418,
Rick Aguayo Terminal Annex
Soil Conservation Service Los Angeles, CA 90031
805 West Avenue "3"
Lancaster, CA 93534 Ventura County Flood Control

G.3. Nowak
Robert P. Ghirelli 800 South Victoria Avenue
Executive Officer Ventura, CA 93009
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
107 South Broadway, #4027 San Bernardino County Flood Control
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4596 B.L. Ingram, Deputy Administrator of

Public Works
3erome S. Lukas, Ph.D 825 East Third Street
Coordinator, Noise Control Program San Bernardino, CA 92415-0835
Department of Health Services
Berkeley, CA 94704 Southern California Association of

Governments
Mark Mispagel Mark Arpers
Chief, Department of Transportation 600 S. Commonwealth Ave., Suite 1000
Division of Aeronautics Los Angeles, CA 90005
1120 1N1" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814 State Department of Fish and Game

1416 Ninth Street
Dave Nelson Sacramento, CA 95814Environmental Review Section

Department of Transportation State Health Department
Division of Aeronautics 1600 Ninth Street, Room 460
Sacramento, CA 95814 Sacramento, CA 95814

Bill Wasser Director, CALTRANS, District 8
CALTRANS, District 7 247 West Third Street
120 South Spring Street San Bernardino, CA 92403Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attachment 1
Page 2



I
UJ THE BELOW LISTED FEDERAL AGENCIES RECEIVED

NOTICE OF INTENT

(Federal Register, Vol., 49, No. 14, page 2506)

Friday, January 20th, 1984

Naval Air Station at Point Mugu
Public Affairs Office
Mr. Lucasey
Point Mugu, CA 93402

Public Affairs Office
3ackie Bunn
63 MAW/PA,
Norton AFB, CA 92409

U.S. Air Force Plant #42 at Palmdale
Flight Operations Officer
Major 3ames West
Palmdale, CA 93550

Herman Bliss
Manager, Airports Division
Federal Aviation Administration
Western Pacific Region
P.O. Box 92007
Worldway Postal Center
Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Rick Hoffman
Acting Chief, EIS Review Section
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
215 Fremont Avenue,
San Francisco, CA 94105

Arnold Kohnheim
Chief, Environmental and Energy
Programs Division
Office of Economic Analysis
Civil Aeronautics Board,
Washington D.C.

U.S. Soil and Conservation Services
318 Cayuga Street, Suite 206
Salinas, CA 93901

I
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J( Air Force Plan #42 (Palmdale) Area
Wednesday, August 15, 1984, 7:00 - 9:00 p.m.
Knights of Columbus Hall
729 W. Avenue M.
Lancaster, California

Van Nuys Area
i Thursday, August 16, 1984, 7:00 - 9:00 p.m.

Reseda Women's Club
7901 Lindley Avenue
Reseda, California

To participate in the public scoping process, you may make verbal and/or written
statements at the above-listed public scoping meetings, or send written comments
to:

MSGT Riley Black,
Public Affairs Office,
146th Tactical Airlift Wing,
8030 Balboa Blvd.,
Van Nuys, California 91409

We will need the name and telephone number of the appropriate contact person in
your agency.

Due to the time limit established by State law, your response must be sent at the
earliest possible date, but not later than 30 days after the receipt of this notice.

FOR THE COMMANDER

RONALD A. DOERR Atch
Major, CA ANG Location Maps (4)
Environmental Coordinator

f
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APPENDIX VI

CARPOOL EMISSIONS SAVINGS
(1935)

ROC: Carpool

5 miles @ 35 mph = .61 gram/mile x 5 mi = 3.05 grams
11 miles @ 50 mph = .49 gram/mile x 5 mi = 5.39 grams
3.05 + 5.39 = R = 8.44 grams
Cold Start = 7.93 grams (morning) + 7.36 grams (evening)
Crankcase = 0.004 gram/mi x 16 m! = .064 grams
Soak = 2.523 grams
T = R + Cold + Soak + Crankcase
T (morning) 8.44 + 7.93 + .064 + 2.523 = 18.957 grams
T (evening) = 8.44 + 7.36 + .064 + 2.523 = 18.387 grams
Total = 18.957 + 18.387 = 37.344 gr/day/carpool = 0.0823 lb/day/carpool

Driving Alone

4 miles @ 35 mph = .61 gram/mi x 4 mi = 2.44 grams
II miles @ 50 mph = .49 gram/mi x 11 mi = 5.39 grams
2.44 + 5.39 = 7.83 grams = R
Cold Start = 7.93 grams (morning) + 7.36 grams (evening)
Crankcase = 0.004 gram/mile x 15 mi = 0.060 grams
Soak = 2.523 grams
T (morning) 7.83 + 7.93 + 0.06 + 2.523 = 18.343 grams
T (evening) - 7.83 + 7.36 + 0.06 + 2.523 = 17.73 grams
Total = 18.343 + 17.773 = 36.116

0.0796 lb/day/car alone

2.4 x .0796 - .0823 = .10874 lb/day/carpool (saved)

.10874 x 260 days÷2,000 = .0141
33.2 tpy - 13.69 tpy = 19.51 typ ROC
19.51 +.0141 = 1,384 carpools required at $30.47 per carpool $42,161

NOx: Carpool

5 miles @ 35 mph = 1.55 gram/mile x 5 mi = 7.75 grams
11 miles @ 50mph = 1.72 gram/mile x 11 mi = 18.92 grams
R = 7.75 + 18.92 = 26.67
Cold Start = 2.12 grams (morning or evening)
T = 2 (R+S) 2 x 28.79 = 57.58 grams = 0.12694 lb/day/carpool

Driving Alone

4 miles @ 35 mph = 1.55 gram/mile x 4 mi = 6.20 grams
II miles @ 50 mph = 1.72 gram/mile x 11 mi = 18.92 grams
Cold Start = 2.12 grams (morning or evening)
T = 2 (R+S) = 2 x 27.24 = 54.48 grams = 0.12011 lb/day/car alone

2.4 x 0.12011 - 0.12694 = 0.161324 1b/day/carpool
0.161324 x 260 days/yr + 2,000 = .0210
14.4 typ - 13.69 tpy = = .71 tpy NO
.71 +.0210 = 33.81 carpools required at $30.47 per carpool = $1,030I
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Characteristics of Noise

Noise is most often defined as unwanted sound. However, sound is measureable,

whereas noise is subjective. Sound is created when an object vibrates and radiates

part of its energy as acoustic pressure or waves through a medium, such as air or

water. Sound is measured in terms of amplitude and frequency.

Most research into the effects of aircraft noise on human activities has been in the

areas of loudness or annoyance. The first of these (loudness) is a rather

straightforward judgment which people tend to repeat reliably in controlled

experiments. The judgments of annoyance form a much broader distribution and

tend to be influenced by different factors in different people. Characteristics,

such as duration of the noise, rate of repetition of the events or specific time of

occurrence for the events affect individuals' reactions to aircraft noise. These

responses may be termed "contextual effects" and appear to contribute to the

overall environmental impact.

Noise Measures

A special rating scale called the A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) has been devised

to relate sound to the sensitivity of the human ear. The decibel scale interprets

sound energy at a different ratio than the human ear does. The decibel scale is

logarithmic. An increase of 10 decibels is a tenfold increase in sound energy.

However, the human ear often judges an increase of 10 decibels as a doubling of
noise. Another imr :tant characteristic of the decibel scale is that sound levels

are not directly combined when added. For example, if one aircraft flyover emits

65 dBA, and another aircraft flyover produces a maximum of 65 dBA nearby, it

does not generate a total noise level of 130 dBA. Raxher, the total noise energy

level would be 68 dBA. The result is based upon the logarithmic nature of the
decibel scale. This is an important concept to remember when considering an area

exposed to more than one source of noise.

Research has also found that individual responses to noise are difficult or

impossible to predict. Some people are annoyed at every little noise, while others

seem impervious to the most raucous events. Other responses can fail anywhere

I
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between these extremes. It is possible, however, to predict the responses of groups

of people. Consequently, community response, not individual response, has

I emerged as the prime index of aircraft noise measurement.

In relation to aircraft noise, several methodologies have received wide usage in

past years. Among the most commonly used are Composite Noise Rating (CNR)

and Noise Exposure Forecast (NEF) and Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn).

These metrics measure, weight, and average individual noise events over a given

time (day, week, year) to describe the overall noise environment of a given area. A

methodology has been developed which is related directly to the dBA scale and can

be used to quantify noise from a variety of sources. Termed, Community Noise

Equivalent Level (CNEL), this measure is accepted by the Federal Aviation

Administration (FAA), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the

California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics.

Mathematically, the CNEL is computed by the following equation:

CNEL = SENEL + 10 Log W(Nd + 3Ne + IONn) - .

SENEL = Average Single Event Noise Exposure Level (SENEL) value in a

24-hour period of all aircraft operations. This value combines

both intensity and duration into a single measure of aircraft

flyover noise.

W = The total volume of aircraft in a 24-hour period.

Nd = Percentage of aircraft events from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.

Ne = Percentage of aircraft events from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.

N = Percentage of aircraft events from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.

* The Ldn values are nearly identical to the CNEL values, the only difference is that

with Ldn calculations, there is no penalty for aircraft operations between 7:00 p.m.

to 10:00 p.m. Consequently, the 3Ne weighting factor shown above is absent from

the Ldn formula. Therefore, the CNEL methodology typically produces a

* marginally larger noise contour if there are a significant number of events between

7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. Conversely, if there are no events between these hours,

I the contours are identical.
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5 CNEL or Ldn levels are typically depicted as contours. Contours are an

interpolation of noise levels and drawn to connect all points of a similar level.

I Contours appear similar to topographical contours and form concentric "footprints"

about a noise source. It is these footprints of noise contours drawn about an

airport which are used to predict community response to the noise from aircraft

using that airport.

General Characteristics of Aircraft Noise

- Noise produced by aircraft in flight is one of numerous noise events occurring

within an airport environ. It is, however, the one intrusive noise source that covers

the broadest area and affects the greatest number of people around an airport. All

noise events originate and spread across an area in essentially the same manner.

Some force causes a pressure disturbance, and this spreads through the air as an

oscillating pressure wave. The size of the generating force and its distance to the

receptor govern the sensation of loudness. The length of the spreading pressure

waves creates the sensation of pitch.

Jet engine noise arises from two fundamentally different sources. The lower

pitched roaring noise which is predominant during takeoff operations is produced by

the turbulent mixing of the high velocity engine exhaust flow with the surrounding

air. This turbulence creates the pressure fluctuations which move through the air,

are perceived as noise by the listener. The loudness of this component of jet

engine noise is related most directly to the power, or thrust, generated by the

engine. The highest engine thrust levels are produced during the takeoff roll and

initial climb by the aircraft.

The second distinct component of jet engine noise is produced by the rotating

turbofan machinery. This noise varies from the high pitched noise heard during a

landing approach to the buzzing noise which becomes apparent in some aircraft

during a takeoff climb after the initial takeoff thrust has been reduced. These

turbolan engine noises are usually masked or covered over by the jet exhaust noise

during initial takeoff operations and become audible when the maximum engine

thrust is reduced to lower levels.

I
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I One significant implication from this complex structure of jet engine noise is that

some aircraft noises are less objectionable to observers than others at the same

I loudness level due to the differences in the sound frequency composition (pitch and

harmonic structure) of the noise.

Propeller-driven aircraft generate noise via engine operations and the propellers'

interaction with the air. The components of engine noise are produced by rapidly

moving engine parts and the engine exhaust. The latter component is often the

most noticeable. The level of noise generated by engine exhaust is affected most

by the horsepower of the engine and muffling qualities of the exhaust pipes.

The noise generated by the propeller is a byproduct of the blade's rapid sweeping

motion through the air which, of course, propels the aircraft. The level of noise

generated by the propellers is dependent upon their size and shape, and the speed

at which the propellers are rotating. The noise generated by a propeller-driven

aircraft will vary greatly with the power setting, mode of flight and pilot

techniques. In general, propeller-driven aircraft produce less noise than jet

aircraft and are often perceived by listeners as being less noisy.

Helicopter noise is produced in a manner similar to propeller driven aircraft. Both

the operations of the engine and the main rotor contribute to the noise output of

the aircraft. The main rotor, however, contributes a great deal more to the

annoyance factor of the noise impact than does a propeller. As with propellers, the

shape, size, and speed at which the main rotor is rotating will determine the level

of noise produced. Main rotors are typically thicker and longer than propellers and

intrinsically produce a higher level of noise. Some military helicopters generate

noise containing short duration impulse peaks superimposed on the continuous sound

pressure versus time wave form.

'he impulse peaks are described as a "popping" or "slapping" sound. This

phenomenon is generally termed "6lade slap." Blade slap has been associated with

such military helicopters as the UH-IN, CH-47 and CH-46. (The latter currently

operates at NAS Pt. Mugu.) These helicopters have the common characteristic of

high main rotor blade tip speeds, typically over 750 feet/second. The movement of

the rotor blade through the turbulent wake appears to create the phenomenon.

I



Blade slap is also associated with sound pressure generated vibrations which are
* perceived as rattling noises. This noise is transmitted when loose window frames,

glass panels, cabinet doors, etc. are set in motion by the impulsive sound pressure

waves. Although more common to the operation of helicopters, rattling noise is

generated by propeller and jet aircraft also.

I Aircraft noise creates the same general duration patterns as any moving

transportation noise source passing near a stationary observer. The noise emerges

from the prevailing background noise at the observer's location and rises to a

maximum or peak level, then decreases until it reaches a level below the

background. The duration of this process depends upon the proximity of the

observer to the path of the noise source, the maximum level of the noise event, the
ambient noise characteristics, and the presence or absence of any barriers to line-

of-sight noise transmission.

Aircraft noise-related problems are most severe in residential neighborhoods

closest to an airport. As aircraft climb to enroute altitudes, the noise attenuation
of structures and surfaces which otherwise reflect and block the transmission of
sound is diminished. When this occurs, more of the population is exposed to the

resulting noise output. As the climb continues, however, the noise levels decrease

due to the increasing distance between the aircraft and the observer.

Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Studies (AICUZ)

The issue of land use and airports is primarily one of compatibility between the
airport-caused noise and the human activity occurring in the areas surrounding the

airport. Airport noise and land use compatibility have been important environ-

mental issues in environmental impact studies since the inception of the NEPA in

1969. There are also special programs that deal specifically with this issue.

The required noise and land use studies conducted for Air Force and Navy

Sinstallations are the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) studies. The
AICUZ program objectives are to protect military installation operational

capability from the effects of incompatible land use and to assist local, regional,

State and Federal officials in protecting and promoting the public health, safety

I
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- and welfare by providing information on aircraft accident hazards and noise.

AICUZ programs have been developed for Norton AFB, AF Plant #42 and NAS

I Point Mugu. Both Norton AFB and NAS Point Mugu are in the process of updating

their AICUZ programs. However, at the time of this environmental

documentation, both of those AICUZ's are in preliminary stages and are not

available for public dissemination. Land use compatibility information and general

guidance, by land use category for the AICUZ program is show as Table VII-l.

For land use compatibility assessments, the day/night average sound level (Ldn) is

the common descriptor used when NEPA applies. The Ldn descriptor is used for all

AICUZ studies and for all study updates. In California, at commercial and general

aviation CNEL is the accepted metric. As shown previously, the only difference in

the two metrics is a weighted penalty (approximately 5 decibels) for aircraft

events between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. Since the ANG has very few operations

during this time frame, both metrics apply simultaneously.

Included in this Appendix are the noise contours developed as part of the latest

adopted AICUZ at Norton AFB, Palmdale AF Plant #42 and at NAS Point Mugu.

These figures include VII-l, VII-2 and VII-3. Based upon the noise contours

presented in Figure VII-l, there are an estimated 11,610 acres within the 65 Ldn

contour at Norton AFB. Figure VII-2 represents the noise contours for AF

Plant #42 which includes 14,410 acres within the 65 Ldn contour. The latest

adopted noise contours for NAS Point Mugu are shown in Figure VII-3.

!
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TABLE VII-1. LAND USE COMPATIBILITY GUIDELINES

Land Use Day Night Average Sound Levels
Category 85 8--85 75-80 70-75 65-70

Residential I I I 301 251

Industrial/ I C2  C3  C4  C
Manufacturing

Transportation C C C C C
Communication and
Utilities

Commercial/ I I 30 25 C
Retail Trade

Personal and I I 30 25 C
Business Services

Public and Quasi- I I I 30 25
Public Services

Outdoor Recreation I I I C6/ 5  C

Resource Production/ C C7  C7  C C
Open Space

The alphanumeric entries are explained on the footnotes on the next page.

Source: Air National Guard Airspace Environmental Assessment
Preparation Guide. August 1982. Prepared by: ANGSC/DEV,
Stop 18, Andrews AFB MD 20331
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I TABLE VII-2. LAND USE COMPATIBILITY GUIDELINES FOOTNOTES

m I - Incompatible The land use and related structures are not compatible and
should be prohibited.

I - Compatible The land use and related structures are compatible without
restriction and should be considered.

35, 30 or 25 The land use is generally compatible; however, a Noise LevelReduction (NLR) of 35, 30 or 25 must be incorporated into
the design and construction of the structure.

1 35 x, 30x The land use is generally compatible with NLR: however,
or 2 5 X such NLR does not necessarily solve noise difficulties and

additional evaluation is warranted.

Although it is recognized that local conditions may require
residential uses in these Compatible Use Districts (CUD), this
use is strongly discouraged in Ldn 70-75 and discouraged in
Ldn 65-70. The absence of viable alternative development
options should be determined and an evaluation indicating
that a demonstrated community need for residential use
would not be met if development were prohibited in these
CUD's should be conducted prior to approvals.

2 A NLR of 35 must be incorporated into the design and
construction of portions of these buildings where the public is
received, office areas or where the normal noise level is low.

3 A NLR of 30 must be incorporated into the design and
construction of portions of these buildings where the public is
received, office areas or where the normal noise level is low.

4 A NLR of 25 must be incorporated into the design and
construction of portions of these buildings where the public is
received, office areas or where the normal noise level is low.

5 Facilities must be low intensity.

6 A NLR of 25 must be incorporated into buildings for this use.

7 Residential structures not permitted.

I
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and welfare by providing information on aircraft accident hazards and noise.

AICUZ programs have been developed for Norton AFB, AF Plant #42 and NAS

f Point Mugu. Both Norton AFB and NAS Point Mugu are in the process of updating

their AICUZ programs. However, at the time of this environmental

documentation, both of those AICUZ's are in preliminary stages and are not

available for public dissemination. Land use compatibility information and general

guidance, by land use category for the AICUZ program is show as Table VII-1.

For land use compatibility assessments, the day/night average sound level (Ldn) is

the common descriptor used when NEPA applies. The Ldn descriptor is used for all

AICUZ studies and for all study updates. In California, at commercial and general

aviation CNEL is the accepted metric. As shown previously, the only difference in

the two metrics is a weighted penalty (approximately 5 decibels) for aircraft

events between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. Since the ANG has very few operations

during this time frame, both metrics apply simultaneously.

Included in this Appendix are the noise contours developed as part of the latest

adopted AICUZ at Norton AFB, Palmdale AF Plant #42 and at NAS Point Mugu.

These figures include VII-I, VII-2 and VII-3. Based upon the noise contours

presented in Figure VII-l, there are an estimated 11,610 acres within the 65 Ldn

contour at Norton AFB. Figure VII-2 represents the noise contours for AF

Plant #/42 which includes 14,410 acres within the 65 Ldn contour. The latest

adopted noise contours for NAS Point Mugu are shown in Figure VII-3.

Engine Test Cell Noise

An evaluation was conducted to determine if engine test cells could be placed at

each of the three sites in such a way as to keep noise levels at sensitive receptors

equal to or less than 65 dBA. At each proposed site, it was assumed that test cells

would be oriented with the propeller facing directly into the prevailing winds. This

is the typical test cell orientation.

The orientation of the test cell is important since the direction in which the

propeller is positioned influences the noise levels perceived at the receptor site. A

0-degree heading assumes that the engine propellers are facing directly towards

I
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the receptor point, while a 180-degree heading orients the propeller directly away.

Generally, receptor points located directly behind the rotating propeller experience

the least noise.

Using the NOISEMAP version 4.1 data base, it was determined that the test cell at

Norton AFB, oriented into prevailing winds at 100 degrees without mitigaton, must

be at least 2,250 feet from the receptor site to keep noise levels at 65 dBA or less.

Within the Norton AFB site, however, the test cell could be located as far as

2,500 feet from the nearest residential area located north of 3rd Street. In the

latter case, the noise level at the receptor would be 62.9 dBA.

At the AF Plant #42, with a 140 degree orientation to the residences north of

Avenue M, the test cell need only be 1,600 feet from the nearest sensitivie

receptor. Given the configuration of this site, however, the test cell could be

positioned as far away as 5,000 feet from any residential use. At this distance, the

noise level at the receptor would be 59.9 dBA.

The NAS Point Mugu site presents the ideal situation for test cell orientation since

the since the best attenuation angle of 180 degrees can be achieved. In order for

test cell noise levels at the trailer court abutting the eastern boundary of the NAS

Point Mugu to be at or below 65 dBA the cell can be less than 500 feet away from

the site boundary. The level of a test cell located 500 feet from the receptor

would only be 52.2 dBA.
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